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FOREWORD -

Included: here are the prepared papers which laid the foundation for
a training Workshop on Evaluating State Title V Programs in the North-
east. The Workshop was sponsored by the Northeast Regional Center for
Rural Development as a part of its program conducted under Section 503
(b)(2), Title V of the Rural Development Act of 1972. ~

The Center was assisted in planning and conducting the Workshop. by
an ad ggg'éommittee whose members were:
Edward O. Moe, Principel Sociologist and Coordinator, Rural

Development Progrems, Cooperative State Research Service,
U.S. Department of Agriculture ~
L A /
Helen Y. Nelson, Professor of Community Service Education,
College of Human Ecology, Cornell.University
. X 3

Howard C. Tankersley,, Progrem Leader - Rural Development,
Extension Title V Coordinsator, Extension Service, U.S.
. Department of Agriculture '

Joan S, Thomson, Assistant for Coopérative Relations, Cooper-
ative Extension Service and Title V Project Leader, The
Pennsylvania State University \ :

bl

'* The purposes of the Workshop were:

(1) To-élarify the immediate and the longer range purposes
of evaluating state Title V pilot programs;
(2) To-develop a conceptual framework for evaluating state
Iitle V pilot programs in the Northetst;
(3) To sharé evaluation plans among the states of the region
and to help -each state further -develop its planss
: (4)- To explore alternative strategies for conducting evalua- \\
tion; i . !
(5) To identify follow-up activities and assistance needed
. by the states-in their evaluation work.-

-
.

‘Workshop participants were persons designated by the Title V
Coordinator in each state in the Northbast'éS'haviﬁg'evaluation,,admin—
jstrative, or field responsibilities for the Title V pilot program.

Center staff members Iee M. Day, Leslie C. Hyde, and Dorothy J.
Messenger shared in the details of preparing for and conducting the
Workshop. Jocelyn Loh typed the manuscript for the Proceedings.
Photographs -are- by leslie C. Hyde. - i

. f Olaf F. Larson, Director
Northeast Regional Center
for Rural Development
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WHY EVALUATION OF THE -STATE TITIE V PILOT PROGRAMS:
AN OVERVIEW FROM DIFFERENT PERSFECTIVES

olaf F. Larson”
One answer to.the question "Why evaluate the state Title V programs” 1
might be that each state is legally required to evaluate such progrems un-
der the U.S. Department of Agriculture Regulations published in the Federal

.ﬁegister.(OCtober 18, 1973) and in accord with the state Plan of Work pre-

pared as provided by a memorandum of understanding between each land-grant
institution of 1862 and the U.S.D.A.-and-approved by the Assistant Secretary
of Agriculture. A more academic answer might be "Effective evaluation re-
search is required in order to compare the consequences of a program = the
actual goal achievement - with what was intended and to seek an explanation
for discrepancies between plan and performance”. 2 Both answers are valid
‘but neither, Irthink,,would'completélyfsatisfy the first purpose of this
workshop, namely, "to ‘clarify the immediate and the longer range purposes of
evaluating state Title V- pilot programs”. Before attempting a more -complete
answer to the -question, it may be useful to put “the more current concerns

of the Title V evaluation in context. ) ’

1. How(did we get Title V in the Rural Development Act of 19727 Title
V came thirough the back door. An—gg—ggg;Committee eppointed in November- 1971
as a result/of action taken by the Division~of AgriCulture,INational:Associa-
tion of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, succeeded in getting what

.became Title-V_introduced by Senator Carl Curtis of Nebraske after the key

rural development bill had been passed by the House. No research or educa-
ticnal component—had:been,ihcluded in aeny of the many rural;deVelopment'bills
which had been under consideration by Congress. The ad hoc Committee en-
countered skepticism in Congress as to the- ability of the land-grant institu-
tions to -do rural development work. A shifting coalition supported what be-
came Title V. These includedispokesmen—for‘such\groups ds the private col-

OlafrF,,Larson—isrbirectOr, Northeast Regional Center for Rural Devel-
opment and -Professor of ‘Rural Sociology, Cornell University, Ithaca, New York.

*mme author wishes to acknowledge the helpful comments on an earlier
draft of the-paper made by lee M. Day, Director Designate, NERCRD, and by
Henry A. Wadsworth, Associate Director, Cooperative Extension, Cornell
University.

1 The most distinguishing. characteristic of eveluation has been stated

"-as the measurement. of outcomes of a project or program which takes place un-

der -acivual operating'conditionﬁ,or under- conditions which refléct in reas-
onable degree the problems associated with actual operating programs. Walter
Williams in Peter H. Rossi and Walter Williams, (eds.) Eveluating Social
Programs;(New‘York:.'Seminar Press, 1972), p. 4. — j

* 2 g1af F. larson, "Sociologicel Resesrch Problems" in Larry R. Wniting
(ed.), Rural Development: Research Priorities (Ames: Iowa State University

.
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leges and universities and the two-year colleges and technical schools.

The finel. draft of Title V did not prescribe the involvement of some of the
interest group supporters in a way which would insure their access to funds
which might be appropriated. What emerged from Congress was & pilot three-
year program with suthorization of a modest umount of -funds. The Rural De-
velopment Act of 1972 was ‘signed, somewhat reluctantly, by President Nixon,
reluctantly because it went counter to the.administration's. proposals for
rural development.

I think it is fair to say that: (1) Congress is waiting for evidence
that the land-grant institutions gan do what their spokesmen have claimed,
(2) enthusiasm. for Title V in the parts of the Executive Branch -crucial for
supporting~budget requests has not been great, and (3) some articulate parts
of the system of higher education in the United States are disappointed
sbout the lack of role or the.mihor role assigned then.

5. The funds appropriated for Title V have been far below the author-
ization levels., They have been meager -in amount and late in coming. The
amount for the first year for thé Northeastern states ranged from about

47,000 for -each of the two components. - extension and research - in Rhode

Island to $49,000 in Pennsylvania. The first year aggregate for the 12
states was about $430,000 (see Table, p. 10). Although Title V ic now suth-
orized through June 30, 1976.(with a one~year carryover provision for funds
appropiiated),,the'Executive Branch- will be making basic decisiéns which
bear on -continuation-or revision of the program long before that date.

3. With the meeager and late funds, the Northeastern states have em-
barked on programs -‘which are -diverse in approach, in substantive areas in-
volved, and in geographic areas covered. A summary statement of what is
being tried, based on initial éians of work, might be:

Five states are taking a "grass roots" or "social process" approach;
that is, the specific substantive extension and research program objectives
will be worked out in cooperation with the people within the geographic area
or areas selected for the pilot effort (Delaware; Massachusetts, New Hamp-
shire, New York, and Pennsylvania);

Two states will work in the lend-use and land-use control area although
with quite different program emphasis (New Jersey and Rhode Island);

‘Two states will work on aspects of economic development but with quite
different emphasis (Maryland and Vermont); the Vermont. plan includes aspects
of human resource- development; o~

Two states (Connecticut and West Virginia), are working in the area of
community services < personal health services in the case of Connecticut_and
rural fire protection, rural public transportation and community emergency
medical services in the case of West Virginia; -

One state (Maine) is emphasizing the improvement of rural housing.

Geographic areas involved jnclude a single community, two or more com-

munities, a single county, two or inore counties or a multi-county area, and

an entire state. (See Appendix c).
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With this context, let us return to the question "Why evaluate

‘gtate Title V pilot programs?” I suggest that the answer, which bears

on evaluation strategies and on evaluation design, may be approached ]
from the perspective of the several sudiences who are the potential users
of the evaluation findings. Eech of these audiences has some 8pecific
questions which they wduld liKe to have answered. The questions may not
be. the same from sudience to audience. The relative importance which a
given,audience-attaches to a specific questidn'may vary over time.- For .
those who must meke decisions about evaluation strategies and designs,
the several audiences may not carry equal weights or the weighting may

* ghift over time.

- =
-

The Audiences

I have identified seven major audiences for your consideration:

1. Congress including its sub-systems, e.g., the Senate Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry and.its Sub-committee on Rural Development,
the counterpart committee in the House, the Appropriations oommittees,
committee staff members) individual members of the Senate ” -and the
House and their staff, and, as an agent for Congress, the General Account~
ing Office. - ' -

’

2. The Secretary of Agriculture (and his surrogates) who is directed
. and -authorized to--do -certain things under Title V and also under Title VI~
of the Rural Development Act. Hils surrogates for Title V will include the
hAssistant Secretary for Conservation, Research and Educatioq;,tbe—Coop-
erative State,ResearchvService; the .Extension Seryic%; and the-planning
and -evaluation unit attached to the Secretary's office. Surrogates for
the Secretary for his Title VI coordination and goal-formulating respon-
sibilities include the Assistant Secretary for Rural pevelqpnent and the
Rural Development Service. »

3. The Office of the President, including the Office of Management
and Budget. .

L. The National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant
‘Colleges and its component sub-systems, €.g., the Division -of Agriculture,
its Council of Administrative Heads of Agriculture, and the Division's
Rural Development Committee; the Extension Service section, the Extension
CQmmittee—Qn:Organization,and Policy and the -Cooperative Extension Leglis=
lative Committee; the Experiment Station section, the Experiment Station
Committee on Organization- and Policy and its legislative sub~-committee;
and the Council of Presidents.

.51 College administrators and extension and research staff with
direct and immediate .responsibility for conducting the state Title V' pro-
grams, together with the State Rural Development Advisory Council members.

~ 6. A diverse set of “publics" and interest -groups outside the land-
grant colleges of 1862 and the USDA. These renge from the local to-the

3 In response to a request from Senator Hubert Humphrey, the Couné¢il

for Agricultural Sciences -and Technology, hesdquartered at Iowa State *

‘University, has established a Task Force to review the area of rural
development. See News From Cast, vol. 1, no. 4 (October, 1974).
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national levels. They may bé ﬁhblic‘qr‘private in nature, organized or

s

\ .
. 1. Congress = There are at least four major questions to which I assume

“way with the Title V pilot programs. They incluje local government offi-

, - , . k4

- .

unorganized. They include the communities and agencies involved in some

cials. Some in this audience category are eritical of the Yeadership role
assigned the land-grant institutions of 1862. :

T Scholars -and professionals concerned with rural development pol-
jcies, programs, and strategies.

.

Some Questions From the Audiences

Now let us look at some examples of questions to which I can, imagine .
these audiences might like answers, -leaving aside conventional fiscal
accounting.

Congress will want answers. They are:

A. Have the state Title V pilot programs been in compliance with the
1aw and been conducted ‘in accord with the intent of Congress?
For example, specifically: ’

i
(1) Has the content of the Extension and the Research programs
been. consistent with: what the law says they shall be, or mey
be (Section 502 a and b; this assumes that no funds will be
appropriated for the .small farm programs)?" °

(2) To what extent have ‘the audiences “identified by the law been
actually served (Section 50la and- Section 502 -a and b)?

(3) To what extent were other private and publicly supported col=-
leges and universities, including any College of 1830 in the
state, a School of Engineering, community colleges& and area
technical institutes participants in thg program? Was- the
program -among these educational institutions co~ordinated?

(4) To what extent were the discipline resources of the entire
campus - beyond those typically in -colleges of agriculture,
engineering, and home economics- - utilized?’s

*

(5) Did the State Rural Development Advisory Councils have the

size and composition specified by law and perform ﬁhe func-
tions expected (Section 50k4e)? ‘

(6)‘Was tﬁe\prqgram'cbaordinated with the rural development pro=-
grams: of Federal, State, -and local government (Section 5058.)?

(7) What was learned ih the extension and research,progfams about
techniques and organization structure vhich could be used in

4 gee statement, Explanation of the Rural Development Act of 1972, §
p. 15, made to .he Senate on August 17, 1972 by Senator Herman E. Tal- - |
madge, Chairman of the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry in
presenting the Conference report on H.R. 1293L, 92nd Congress, 2nd Session. -

5 Tpbid, p. 16.
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an extended®and eipanded Title V program? 6 St
B. What were the results and impacts of the Title V program in rela-
tion to the two levels of.purposes or objectives specified in

Title V?

(1) At the most general level, what did the program contribute to
achieving the overall purpose of Title V, i.e., "to encourage
and foster a balanced national development that provides op-
portunities for increased numbers of .Americans to work and en-
joy a high quality of 1ife 'dispersed throughout our nation"
(Section 501)7 I \

- “ - (2a) More specifically, to what extent were those .involved with
public services and investments in rural areas or who provide
or may provide employment in rural areas supplied with scien-
tific, technical, economic, organizational, environmgnthl, and
menagement information and knowledge useful to them and to what
extent were they assisted and encouraged in the interpretation’
and application of this information to the practical problems

- __and needs in rural development -as defined (Sections 50la
and 502a)? What was the impact of the use of this information
in ‘achieving rural development.goals? - g

(2b) To what extent was knowledge and information developed through
. research and investigation useful to thoke pleanning, -carrying
out, managing, or investing in facilities, ser- i~es, busines=-
ses, or other -enterprises - public and private that. may con-
tribute to rural development as defined |(Sections 501b and
502b)? What was thé impact of the use -of the xceearch results
.in achieving rural development goals?' - %

. v

C.. To what extent have the fuhds provided the Title V program- and the
experience with- it -enhanced the capabilities of colleges and uni=
versities to perform the public service roles;bf research, transe

- ferz,and?practical—application of knowledge in support of rural
devi%gpment as defined (Section 50lc}? To what extent has thie
ehpbudraged the 1862 institutions and their cooperators to allocate
f@%ﬁﬁrces to rural development? .

D. A "hidden" or Watent question is: "Are the assumptions underlying
the Title V program valid, i.e.:, that the institutions of higher

~

- N

(

7’"Rurel development" means the planning, financing, and development
of facilities and services in rural areas that contribute to making these
areas desirable places in which to live and meke private and business in-
vestments; the planning, development, and expansion of business and industry
in rural areas to provide increased employment and income; the planning, de-
velopment, conservation, -and use of land, water, and other natural resources
of rural areas to maintain or enhance the quality of the environment for
people and business in rural areas; and processes and procedures that have,
said objectives as their major purposes (section 507a).

6 Ibid, po ']‘.6.
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education, under the leadership of the land-grant colleges ;of
1862, are capsble of making an effective contribution through
research and extension to the solution of practical problems

and needs of rural development?"

If the ansver is affirmative, what is needed to further
enhance this capability? P ’
4
1f the assumptions—are fiot ¥alid, what are the alternatives
for providing the scientific inquiry and the educational effort -
to back up rural deve‘lappnent?

2. The Secretary of Agriculture - As the responsible admfnistrator for i
Title V, the Secretary needs the types of information listed above. under E
the first major.question for Congress, gince it is- he who must answér
questions from Congress as “to whether the program has be.e'n conducted in
conformity with the law and the ir{bent of Congress. .

. . He also needs information about results and impacts to assist him in
. meking udget and policy recommendations to the Offiée of the President and
S~ ‘to- Congress about the program. To assist in making these recommendations
“—__it would seem that the Secretary and his surrogates should have information
as. to inputs into the pilot extension and research programs by the 1862
institutions, by cooperating instituticns in higher education, Federal
agencies, by State agencies, by local government, by i{he local <community,
and: by the private sector., He should have information to give- h‘g.fn\ an aware-
ness and understanding of the processes initiated. He should have- the most :
: reliasble information possible on ‘changes, direct and secondary, positive and \
= negative, planned and unplanned, which can reasonably be attributed to the

program, Considering the short time épa.n -allowed for ti;e— pilot_effort, it J
my be necessary -to depend heavily on lead indicators of change and on
‘evidence. of intermediate outputs. . \ .
i
|
I

‘To assist him in making policy rec\omendatibns, 1 would also expect
the Secretary to welcome evidence on the‘\};hird and fourth; major questions
above identified for Congress. To these,. he could well add a fifth question,
i.e., what is the effectiveness of £he Title V program considering costs and
benefits. We would hope that benefits would not be limited to those to-which f
a dollar sign can be attached. N . ) S

Finally, the §ecretarynecessari\ly has 'an- additional interest, I assurge,,{
in evaluation of the State Title V. pilot” programs because of the USDA pre- |
scribed Regulations for their conduct. These regulé.tions (Federal Register,
October 18, 1973) represent the department's. interpretation, for purposes .of
administrative implementation,. of the law and of the intent of Congress.

Questions which a reading of the Regulations suggests should be answered by
evaluation efforts, in addition to or supplementing -questions dlready iden-
tified, are as follows: ) o,

A. What progress vas made toward achieving the extension and re\seerch
objectives stated in the approved Plan of WorkZ Voo

B. How integrated, how complementary were the extension and research
components of the state program? . s '

§ 7
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How effective weré the e?d;ension and the research program techniques?

How effective was the organizational structure for planning-and - @
conducting the exten\sion and reseavch programs? /

Did, the program-give priority to educa.ti'on and research assistance .
leading to increasing Job. and income opportunities, improving quality

of life, improving essential commmity services and facil ties;ime—
proving housing and home improvements, and enhancing those social
processes necessary to achieve these goals? ‘

i .
~F. Did the program concentrate on limited geographic or problem areas
where Title V efforts could be expected to have high impact within
the three-year period anthorized for the pilot effort?”

[y

3. Office of the President - As’; a bagis for decision-making on programs <
and budgets to recommend to Congress and to support or opposé\,\it uay be -
assumed thet the ‘Office of thg;-?re‘sideﬁt would have a special interest

in information on results and .impacts and on program effectiveness,

. A - X - ¢ i . ot
4, The National Associa.tion—oi‘ State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges =
Perspectives as to questions to be. answered by evaluation studies may =
differ among ‘the several key decision-making points within NASUILGC.
However; from among the questiong already listed for other .audiences i,e .
might expect a special interest in information on: . R - .
/
A. Impacts and results, including the achievement of objectives .s/e"(;
forth in the: Plans of Work. . / :
\ .
' ‘B, The enhancement of the capabilities of the institutions. of higher
** ‘ducation to perform public service roles in support of rural develop-
ment, and, - . ' i ¢

“

C. The validity of the sssumptions ~cop¢ernin'g the land.grant institu-
tions of 1862 and other institutions of higher eduication which were

made in instituting the Title V rural development pilot effort.

If the assumptions are foupd.unwarrsnted, then there should be
interest in knowing why this is‘so and what changes the: institutions v
would need to make in organizhtion, staffing patterns and practices) - N
jncentive and reward systems, and: in other respects to validste the '
sssumptions. ) !\

4

5, College Administrators anc Others With Direct Responsibility toratgle—
I -State Title V Programs - Even though there were no formal or legal
requirements for doing so s the administrators, extension and reséarch
staffs, and Advisory Council members ‘responsible for the state programs .
would have a vested interest in the best information they could obtain '
from the monitoring and evaluation of the pilot programe. If I correctly -
_interpret their pexrspective, their interests would inq,'l;ude: . *

+

A. Assessing progress towerd stated program objectives;
. .

B. Assessing extension and' resea:rch program'.tec_hniques , the vprogrsn’n —

s

4 _ .0012_/ , ‘
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é; ) orgenizational structure and related factors as a meins of under-
' : standing "why" desired changes occurred or did not occur. In other
N words, they.would be seeking information which could be fed back to .
increase program performance in the specific .situations- in which the
N pilot programs are being conducted; N ’ .
. - o o
FN C. To acquire knowledge concerning strategies, processes, techniques, ors
ganization, etc., which would be- useful in extending the pilot pro-
dgram to other areas. —rr )
6. Publics and Interest Groups Outside of the Land-Grant Colleges of 1862
. and the USDA ~ Information on impacts and results, and on prcgram effece-

tiveness, inéludingicosts and benefits.and their 44— ' =**ion, is assumed
o be a coimon concern, at least potentially, 6f L . s publics and -
- groups. . . " .9
= Somé,‘howeverg have special concerns. For example, the 1890 land-

grant institutions and other types of publicly and privately supported
colleges and univérsities may well: be -expected to desire evidence that -the
: - Title V program was conducted in compliance with the law, the intent of
< " (.1gress, and the USDA Regulations with respect to taeir involvement in
e ‘the pilot programs. ° = v
, ” Further, constituencies for some of the audiences for research and -
- 3 N extension assistance which were idqntified in th%’legislagion will be look- .
j ing for evidence that.these audiences were Served. ‘Also, advocates-of cer=- t
tain types of review, approval and c:rdination procedures which were elim- g
inated from the final draft of the law or from the original -draft:of the
Regulations will be alert for evidence which will beéar on the position-they
took. . ’ ’ : 4

7. Scholars and Professionals - Numerous scholars and prqfessibnals,—ﬁost
of. whom-are not involved in the immediate Title V program operations, will
have an interest -not only iu “descriptive" evaluation-but in "explanatory"”
evaluation. Why or how did the program succeed in producing the effects
that it did? ' .

<@

This group is interested in cumulative, generalizable knowledge which
lends itself to application in other rural development and related situa-
tions. Some in this group have an interest in using the evaluation re-
‘sults as an aid in policy analysis and in devising. alternative program
models... ) :

*

-

v In the Northeast what knowledge cangie aggregate from the experiences
1 of theql? states which will be useful for-generating policy, for improving
C ol -progrin: procedures; and for staff training? Since diverse approaches are
) being used among the 12 states what might be learned from a comparat:-r
analysis of the different approaches?

b . . ! Summary CN A
’ [

+

Thelexbént to which the several audiences I have nahed»ha%eﬂ
common or unique questions which evaluation might attempt to aqsggr

W
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could be ghosn by & matri;t, with columns }’or the audiences and rows
for the questions. T ! :
\

3

I am not suggesting that ;ll\of"‘bhg saudiences and the illustrative
questions should be weighted equally for-the immediate purposes of
evaluating the state Title V programs and considering the constreints

posed by limited resources to do the evaluation. HNeither am I propos-
~ 4y~ thut every state should necessarily attempt to provide .answers to
* . ¢ tive set of question: posed; perhaps there is an opportunity for
s <5 Givision of labor and cooperative effort in conducting the evalu-
ation. The major purposes of thewmon;ltoring and evaluation might be

condensed somewhat -as follows:

. y R
. 1. To determine the results and impacts of the Title V pilot
extension snd research programs and their effectiveness;

5. To determine the extent of compliance with the law, the in-
tent of Congréss and the USDA Regulations in conducting the pilot

programs; | . /

3. To determine the extent to which perticipation in the program
has enhanced the -capabilities of institutions of higher learning to per-
form public service roles/in support of rural development;

k., To provide some teést of the validity of the assumptions con-
cerning the land-grant institutions of 1862 and other colleges and

universities which underly the establis}menf. of the Title V pilot
effort; o . ‘ '

7 5, Through 1, 2, 3 and 4 to provide a more informed basis for
decisions by policy makers and the'ipukglic ‘a8 to the continustion and
expansion, modification, oxr- termination of a Title V type program.

6. To—Ajmprdve prograiii performance of the Title V pilot effortsp

in specific situations; and -~ !

7. To increase ,gjeneraliza.ble knowledge about rural -development
and asbout the appliqgtion'of research and extension by institutions
of higher learning to achieve rural development objectives in a ’

variety of situations.

The diversity of audiences and the range of their information
needs and interests, combined with the constraints and the context
of-the- present pilot effort, complicates the decisions which will
need to be made with respect to evaluation efforts,. Some resolution
of the conceptual, strategy, design and- measurement problems of
evalueting the fitle V programs is what we will 'b/é—making & start
on working through together during the rest of t?is workshop.

4
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Northeastern States' Shares of Appropriations for. Title V,
’ Riral Development Act of 1972, Fiscal Year 197k

A

State State 'rot;l Extension' Resecarch.

-
Connecticut $25,;840 e $12,920 $12,920
Delawgre 15,816 7,908 7,908 .
Maine 23,170 11,585 11,585 -
Maryland C T 35,46 R 17,723 . 17,723 -
Massachusetts ‘ 29,742 . 14,871 14,871
New Hampshire 18,59 9,298 9,298
New Jersey 29,7% 1k,898 © 1h,898
_Hew York S 81,0tk - ho,537 40,537
<~ Pennsylvania " og8iz | k9,096 49,096
 Haode Tslend Coabe3s T,19 7,119
Vermont 20,228 10,114 10,11k -
West Virginia 37,530 . 18;765 18,765 - l
. Total for

» 12 states $L29,668 . ;$é1.1g,§3ke3 $214,83h

Jource: CSRS = OD - 1088 -'B, October 26, 1973.
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\ EVALUATION OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS:
TOWARD A PARADIGM TO GUIDE THE IMPLEMENTATION AND
EVALUATION OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT FROGRAMS

J. Patrick Madden
/

e

At least two central beliefs underly society's interest in rural
development. First is the distributive justice argument--that all peo-
ple, regardless of their place of residence, deserve equal opportunity
to develop to their full potential. The second belief is that an alter-

" native: to the over-crowded megalopolis can and must be found. An orderly,
__rational,. and rapid development of rural areas As viewed as a feasgible
alternative .- Tne 1970 Census data have revealed a startling new trend
in.many rural areas: theﬂpopuléﬁion—is incressing rather than decreasing.
~What can be done to ensuxe that the new populamion—growth,leads'not,to a
deterioration in quality f 1life in rural communities but, rather, to an
enhancement in. the social jnd economic conditions in rural areas?

“Those of us who are rural development researchers share the belief”
that we as scientists have.something ugeful to -offer in this significant
problem .area. We are challenged by the need for iesiarch-to (1) identify
‘and understend the social, political, technological -and economic bar=~
riers. to rural development, and (2) provide better prédictive knowledge

(either cause-and-effect or probabilistic) that will facilitate the dis-

‘ J.,Patiickiﬁaddgn 14 Professor of Agricultural Economics, The
“Pennsylvania State University, University Park.
. -

* - : o )
A revision of the paper presented: at the Workshop.

1 Research is needed to provide technologies that will enable smell
towns to continue to exist-and provide a decent place for people to live. [
Recent legislation requires. sewerage gystems in many villages in- Pennsyl- .
vania, for example. This is tantamount to expropriation for many home- f
~ owners. since the sewerage~agsessment is in many cases nearly equal to the SR
value of the property. This is,a—particularly7d1§ficult problem- for the
poor and the elderly on limited incomes. Perhaps research could come- up

{
with miniaturized sewerage gystems +that would be both enviromentally s <j
satisfactory and economical. ‘ \

Research is also needed for the development of new technology to be - , /
used by small to moderate size rural firms, including faxms. The idea ’
hexe is to develop "1ntermediate"'technology'(Schumacher, 1973) that /

will enable the type of firm usually found in rural areas to -compete
vith large firms who have  had the benefit of many years of private and
publically sponsored research. : '
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‘tovery, and implefientation of more feasible and efficient ways to over-
come these barriers to rural development.

£ forth their own versions of the agenda
. What ‘seems to be needed is a frame-
e (1) the probability that a given
aking a significant socisal contri-
alue of this contribution, in

) Several treatises have se
for rural developmuent research.
work within which one could estimat
‘piece of research will succeed in m
bution, and (2) the expected social v
view of the uncertainties involved.

Also needed is a general pulling together and gynthesis of the~
relevant theoretical and empirical contributions currently available.

The ‘review article by Jansma et al."is a significant contribution in
Likewise, the paper b

the domain of econcmics. y Wilkinson (1974)

pulls together and interprets a massive. array of literature from soci-
ology, social psychology, and other social sciences, including an. ex-
tensive discussion of the probiems and prospects of measuring social
well-being changes associated with rural development intervention pro-
grams. Sismondo has produced excellent interdisciplinary research, both
from the theoretical and empirical points of*view (1973a, 1973b).
Warren has written a very significant theoretical treatise relevant to
rural development, “Alternative Community Paradigms" (197h4).

-An iﬁbressiVe literature is now available’ but much more effort is
needed in improving both the predictive ability of our theories, and
our ability to apply our knowledge effectively in cooperation with prac-
tioners--those in charge of mexing policy decisions and carrying out
rx\\rural'deVe;opment«programé, 2
. PR

-y

. {
. “How can we maximize our professional'coﬁtributioh-to this cause?
What can we do to enhance the probability that, at the end of 3 or 5 :
or 25 years of research and experimentation, we will know more than
we. now know sbout the- essential ingredients of a successful rural devel-
ent efforts under Title V -of the

.opment effort? Given that the curr
Rural Development Act of 1972 are, in effect, a pilot study, how.can we
- ' be sure the results will add up to & cumulative body of knowledge, &
‘more mature paradigin of rural development than we now possess? '
is of this essay is thatqif we are to be optimally
e fully cognizant of the vast body of empiricel
done, and we must synthesize these theories
digm that will both direct our research and
8l development practitioners. Research
t efforts can be considered as hav=-

The central thes

productive, we must b
‘and theoretictal work already
and data into -a unifying para

i
|

[ facilitate our rapport with rur
| on. the evaluation of rurel developmen

ing three purposes:
viding data to indicate whether the rural

/ * (1) Accountability: Pro
i a¥e consistent with the enabling legisla-

development efforts
tion, the Rural Development Act of 1972.

?
{2) Helping, practitioners: providing d@ta'and'predictive knowledge
that will enable those in charge -of the rural development ef-
! forts to do their Jjobs more effectively. This requires a con- .
between researchers and practitioners; including
dge and to

! tinuing rapport
repeated attempts to apply existing scientific knowle

o g 0017
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jdentify research problems that ere relevant to the declisions
to be made by the rural development practitioners.

(3) Scientific growth: improvement of the quality of the theories,
data, and methodologies available to researchers; that is,
" taking steps toward further perfection of our paradigm of
rural development. -

The primary focus of this essay is on the second a.nc)l third of these
purposes.

The Essential Role _of a Research Paradigm

In this context, I use the word "paradigm" as Thomas Kuhn (1970)
has used it in his rtant treatise, The Structure of Scientific Rev-
olutions. If we view selves as a scientific jcommunity focused on
rural development, then ‘the relevant paradignm ’is teken to be that con-
stellation of beliefs, values, techniques, and models that underly and
lend a sense of ‘cohesion and a motive force to- our collective and indi-/
vidual efforts in this\dqma.inrof our professional lives. A scientific

paradigm seems to be coqceive’d first as a set of commonly held beliefs,
values, and concerns such -as a perceived social or economic problem.
In its embryo stage, a =¥ tiplicity of mutually competing theories vie
for the place of prominence 'in the paradigm. The fully developed new-
born paradigm is embraced by all, or virtually all, of +the scientific

N

community to which it pertains. Its-fu rther development’ ig constituted
in verification through the.process Kuhn calls "normal -science” which
includes a "mopping up" of the untidy -agpects of the paradigm. ‘Most of

what we call research falls in the category of normel sclience.

Contrasted with this variety of endeavor is MFevolutionary science,"
in which new paradigms are proposed. Whereas. normal research seeks to
articulate and illustrate the phenomena and theories. embodied in the °
already accepted paradignm, revolutionary science seeks to modify theory,
and to replace the old with a new and better one. In revolutionary sciencej
the new paradigm transcends and replaces the old, as Keynes' theory re-

- placed classical economic theory, and in turn is‘being replaced by Neo-
Keynesian income theory. The quest for a revolutionary new paradigm is,

according to Xuhn, set into motion by a crisis spawned in the realization -
that the existing paradigm fails to explain a gig'nif'igantumnnbe;‘ of -obser~
vations in thé resl world. The: new peradigm replaces the 0ld when it can
solve the problem leading to the crisis, thus providing. a theory-based
place  for the previously unexplained phenomena. .

In the context of rural development, an example of a (rather vague

and implicit) paradigm is the ambitious claims Sargent Shriver made on be-

‘half of the.-Commnity Action Program. Local CAP agencies all over the

N

country were heralded as the salvation of the poor, the ultimate weapon

against poverty, lack of services, and general lack of opportunities for

improved quelity of life.

mr several years of mixed successes and. failures, several 1esson§f
emerged, or seemed to emerge, from the experience. For one thing, it

0018 o
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became clear to several observers that the local cormmunity could be
made to feel worse off, rather than better, if their éxpectations
X were raised unrealistically by wild-eyed promises by innocent, en-
thusiastic CAP personnel. Other lessons. were learned as well, many
applicable to rural areas. But -as far as I Have been able to discern,
the multiplicity of experiences and “lessons were not really additive;
they hdve not been woven into an explicit unified paradigm of rural
development within.which future generationé of researchers and policy-
makers and agency personnel could, more or less accurately, predict
the outcome of various rural development stratagems. What was needed
then, and what is’ needed now, is a theoretical basis upon which to
build our collective knowledge about the "if-then's" of rural develop-
ment, & systematic and explicit framework within which we can test and
improve upon our ideas of the causal refgtions and probsbilistic state-
ments that constitute our rather rudimentary theories of rural develop-

ment. | .

The concepts underlying the Title'vjactivity could be viewed as a
proposed new paradigm, in very yudimentary form. What we are now test-
ing is- the proposition that local yural development agents, in close
cooperation with,researcherS'gnd—extension personnel at colleges and.
universities, can do & better job of causing rural development to hap-
pen- than the CAP agencies were sble to do. Some -day in the future,
hopefully, there will emerge & mature and fully developed paradigm,
containing the advantages from both the CAP and the Title V approaches,
as well as from all other -experiences containing significant lessons.
This body of theory and knowledge would serve, even better than any pre-
vious efforts, to:understand the causal relations,underlying,the process

of rural development.

1t has been said that progress is constituted in making all the
erzors as rapidly -as possibles. Bacon is-quoted as having said, "Truth
emerges more readily from error than from corifusion” (1970, p. 18).
But our errors will not teach us -anything unless we ‘have some logical,
- systematic, theoretical basis within which to assimilate and interpret
the errors in the context of the successes and other relevant data.
Kuhn says ". . .a paradigm ig pre-requisite to- perception itself. What
s -man ‘sees depends upon what he looks at and also upon what his previous
visual-conceptual experience has taught him to see. 1In the absence of
_ .such training there can only be, in Williem Jemes' phrase, 'a bloomin'
puzzin' confusion '" (Kuhn, 1970, p. 113). .

Is it really necessary to deal with theories end, more—bfbadly;
with paradigms to do regearch on rural development? No, it isinot essen=-
tial, if we are content to wallow in confusion for the nextrsevgral,yea;s.
It is not essential 1f we are willing to come up with & cumulative zero
addition to man's ability to make systematic predictive statemeﬂt regard-
ing what will and will not work in his continuing effort to improve mean-
ingfully the quality of 1life, income, employment and general level of
opportunities in rural areas. ‘Clearly, no researcher wants to be faced
with the prospect of making an -accounting for his stewardship with nothing
to show for the time, effort and dollars that have been -devoted to the-
cause. We all want to be as useful as possible in our individual and
collective endeavors. How, then, shall we proceed? I do not pretend to ™\
have all the answers. Hopefully this essay will focus our attention more
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clearly on theé questions, and propose some ideas that will prove fruit- ’ .
ful in this conference, as each of us tries to come to grips with dif-

ficult problems of designing our research strategies in the most

productive possible way. '

Wha;.t Ought to be Measured?

What kinds of things should be measured in assessing the impact of
a rural development program? How should the results of this assessment
be used? What kinds of analysis are needed to provide the most useful
perspective for interpreting the impact estimates?

How to Show a Program Has Been 7S{1ccessi‘ul

Elinson (1972) has, tongue in cheek, provided a 1list of things not
to d9/ if an objective measurement of program lmpact ig desired. The
. following is a paraphrased version of his 1ist. When one wishes to show
that -a program has been "successful," the evaluation should include the
following: e

1. A conirol group should not be used, or if it is included in the
survey, the data frcm the control group should be ignored in
doing the analysis.

é. If a control :group is used, it should be selected purposively,
. or mdtched retrospectively so that the data will look’as favor-
gble -as possible to the program. .

3. Effort (input) veriables should be used a§ criteria of success,
rather than-effect (impact) varisbles. Dollar volume of pro=’
gram budget, number of persons contacted, tonnage of educational
material distributed, and other such effort variables are fre-
‘quently used in lieu .of any direct measure of the impact-of the
program. : .

. : L. The evaluation should be done preferably by those in charge of
the progrem; or at least by persons directly answerable to those
in charge. In this way, the evaluation can be steered awey from
detection of any dimensions of well-being that are being adversely
ihfluepéed’ by the program; also, the analytical and survey teche

N niques can be better controlled in the desired direction.

5. The resul\ts should not be subjected to peer review nor should ’
they be published in the scientific literature. Rather, a con=- ’
fidential \report should be issued for limited distribution.

The Domain of Evaluation Research

H

Considerable di\ sgreement is found in the literature regarding the /
appropriate and 1egi§!.ma,te— domain of progrem evaluation.’ On one. hand, j
Guttentag (1973) argues strongly that program evaluation should be keyed L.

) rather ¢losely to assesgsment. of the effects of interest to program admin-

C - . istrators. Her —conte?tion is that much: program evalustion research in the

¢

j;t{i(; e " 0020




past has focused on testing of hypotheses interesting only to the
evaluator, and -of little or no interest to the program administrator.
‘She argues that the testing of null hypotheses should not be done in
program evaluation; rather, tests of significance should focus on com=-
parison of relevant alternative hypéthese§ posed by the program people.
She proposes that the data gathering and analysils processes ‘should -be
intimately.tied in with the value judgments, preferences, and expec=
tations of program decision-makers. She contends the decision -as to
the type of measurement to be underteken should be based -on two ques-
tions: what is at steke in the program decision, and .what are the odds
of the various alternative contingencies actually occurring.

Clearly this rather tightly circumseribed kind of evaluation effort
is desired by some program officials. One would hope; however, that this
approach would be accompanied by a broader kind of inquiry, not limited -
to the hypotheses interesting to the program personnel. In contrast to
Guttentag, asnd in the interest of science and society, researchers should
be encouraged to ask a broader range of questions, some of which would be
characterized by program administrators as jrrelevant, or perhaps irrev-
-erent. -

Arrbw's,copceptualizatién of social issues (1963 and 1967). seems
highly- dependent upon the implications of altginétive~choices, in- the
broadest possible sense. Arrow views each policy alternative as a vec~
.tor, éompbsed—Qf'many~differeht'diﬁenSions, Researchers should be. en--
couraged to probe many dimensions of Well-béing. ‘Some program adminis-

. trators would restrict our range-of inquiry to those dimensions likely

to exhibit -a benéficial effect from @heir/program;'£hey'would'fee1<more—
comfortable if we would ignore the "spin-off or side effect dimensions

of well-being also influenced by the program, either in the short run or’
the long run. - l

In setting out to ‘evaluate & rural -development program, ancillary
enalysis is usually needed to provide a realistic perspective., A progrem
evaluation ideally includes four stages: (1) context, (2) input, (3) pro-
cess, and (4) output: end-product or impact estimation. .

"Context evaluation” would be used when a project is first being
planned (Stufflebeem, 1968). Its major objective is to-define the envir-
onment where change is to occur, the current trends, the enviromrment's
unmetrneeds,rproblems'underlyingrthpserneed§,,and opportunities for
change. This information leads to- the establishment of program goals’
and objectives. ’ ] ’

_"Input evaluation" would identify and assess resources and appropri~
ate strategies to meet these goals and objectives; it would also consider
alternative program désigns. .

"Process evaluation” is designed to reveal essentisl features of
programn 1mplementatibn—which'cqntribute to the success or failure of the
program. Process. analysis is intended to identify or predict defects in
procedural design or its ‘implementation by monitoring potential barriers
gur;ngrprogram implementation. Process analysis must, according to Sam
Lleadley (1974), be performed during the program's implementation.. The
data.to be: collected depends-on the program involved and the researcher's
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selection of a social science model of change processes. "For example,
the sociological model for jnstitutionalization of services alerts the

researcher to data dealing with legitimation, cooptation, and the appli-

cation of social control mechanisms." :

. Key process variables that ‘could be monitored are (1) the develop-
ment of communication patterns, e.g., how information is transmitted and -
received between clients end program staff; (2) the emergence of mutual
agreements regerding program intent and mechanisms for social control,
e.g., rules, guidelines, policies; (3) the development of logistical
and interaction patterns leading to program legitimation. Process eval-
uation is initiated after a designed course of action has been approved
and implementation has begun.- Anslysis of process examines the path
followed from the initial planning stages to program conclusion, Further,
' " when attention is focused on process as an entity, side- effect dimensions
are an integral part of the overall evaluation, since observing the ine~
teraction of the new with the old is a primary objective.

Standing by itself, process snalysis is not intended to evaluate the
success or failure of a program. Output or inpact estimation is needed
for that purpose. By examining the procedures followed, process analysis
can provide evidence as to why the program -may have succeeded:-or failed.
This information- is essential for improving program design -and procedure,
ji.e., for effecting process control. Thus, process analysis, alcng with
context -and input -analysis, ghould ordinarily accompany the analysis of

~ progrem output or impact. ;' ) s

"Impact -estimation” is the most obvious type of analysis, the type
most people seem to think of when. program evaluation is-mentioned. De=
gpite its pre-eminence, however, impact estimation- 1s- no more important
to a thorough progiam evaluation than any of the other three types: of
analysis. ~

‘Multiple regression is often used in the estimation of the impact of
the:piog:am,rwhile statistically holding other variables constant. Re=-
gardless of the sophistication of the statistical methods used, however,
unless the relevant data are collected in a valid menner, the results
will be useless. The question of relevan hinges on the paradigm under-
lying the study. Unless a set of data has tﬁeoretical basis in the
overall evaluation model, chances are the data isn't worth -collecting.

The paradigm should dictate -the -data to be collected, and it should be the
basis for intexpreting the findings. :

— &

Validity of the Data
sl = —

Campbell and '‘Stanley (1967) list -an extensive array of problems en-
countered: in retaining validity in measurement devices. One of the prob-

( , lems they cite is that of the reactive effects of experimental arrangements,
"which Mould—preclude—generalization:about,the effect of the experimental
variable upon persons being exposed to it in nonexperimental'settings;"
This is an exemple of the problem of external validity, or representative-

" ness -of the results te a broader populatior: -beyond the- scope of the sample.
.For example, when one county or location is selected for & rural develop-
‘ment effort, how confidently can we apply the lessons learned to other
locations in the same state or in other :states? External validity is
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_ contrasted with internal validity, which has to do with the interpreta-
tion of the effects found with reference only to the sample.

In addition to the selection or development of appr”opriate instru-
ments to collect data, it is imperative that the survey or other data
collection process be designed properly, so that external validity mey
be achieved. One of the most comprehensive trestments of this subject
is given by Campbell and Stanley (1967). Vebb, et al. (1966) presents
a very useful list of potential problems and pitfalls in doing survey
research, Hardin (1971) discusses- & wide variety of approaches to de-
velopment of control groups. Some rather novel and interesting approaches
are suggested. Elinson (1972) has presented a brief and rather criticel
review of the scientific and statistical standards used in studies to
determine effectiveness of social action progrems in health and welfare.
He claims very few (he counts only 10) studies over the past ten years
have met his rather stringent eriteria for rigor.

Webb and others (1966) discuss several factors that have been known
to reduce the internal validity of the measurement operation. For exam-
ple,. they list the "guines pig effect"; this is due to the awareness of
being tested. Another problem is what they call "role selection,” the
fact that some respondents tend to assume a specialized role from among
the many "true" selves they may be capable of exhibiting to the inter-
viewer. -Still another problem is the fact that the measurement itself

can sometimes be a change agent, tending to -cause the respondent to, change

nis behavior, thereby reducing the validity of subsequent observations.

A persistent problem in obtaining attitudinal data is one of response
sets. Pignone and Scanlan (1973),. for example, found & gerious problem
of acquiescent response set among elderly respondents. That is, the per-
son tends to respond favorably to both a proposition and its converse.

Measurement of Happiness oOr Satisfaction Versus —Ot;jective‘ Variables

Miller (1970) has: ccmpiled an impressive arrsy of survey instruments
that may be used to measure various aspects of well-being. ‘The question
addressed here is not how to measure happiness.-or 1ife-satisfaction, but
whether such measures are appropriate for the eveluation of rural devel-

opment progrems-,

‘Some societies, particulerly Western societies, have been character-
"ized-as being on a "Hedonistic Treadmill." -That is, as individudls find
themselves better off in period two- than they were in period one, their
aspiration for further improvenment. in period 'th:}eek'bends;ﬁtg make them dis-
satisfied with the improvement already expeniénged. This syndrome has -
serious. implications with regard to the selection of instruments for meas-

urement for ;program impact.

For example, Easterlin (1973) found a positive relation between "hap-
piness" and income, in.each of 30 national population surveys he exemined.
Eleven of these surveys were done in the United States; the- other 19 vere
done in other countries, including three communist nations, and eleven
countries in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. This relationship held up
only within countries, and not between countries. When you campare rich

0023




19 ¢

and poor countries, or higher and lower income situations in a given
country at two different times, the happiness differences one might
expect on the basis of differences in inconie do not appear.

' Basterlin offers an explanation for this paradox. He suggests the
answer lies in the way people form their value judgments regerding their
criteria for happiness. "The satisfaction one gets from his material
situation depends not on the absolute amount of goods he has, but on how-
this amount compares with what he thinks he needs." Even within the
United States, he points out, the great majority of Americans have & léevel
of living that would have been considered wealthy two centuries ago. None-
theless, the typicel: American today does not consider ‘himself wealthy by
contemporary standards. Economic growth and rising incomes are accompanied
by an upward, shift. in percelved needs, which tends to offset the positive
effect an increase in income would have otherwise’ This syndrome is called
the "Hedonistic 'Treadmill." :

Strumpel (1973) comes to the same conclusion, while drawing a fine
distinction between etonomic theory and psychological edaptation level
theory. The latter theory assumes th&t man has an. almost unlimited capa-
city to adjust to reality, his yardsticks for judging his situation. "As
the -envirorment becomes: more pleasurablg,'subjeétivé—standards:for,gauging
pleasurableness will rise." ’ . .

‘This concept has staggering implications for the measurement of satis-
faction associated with programs. * Suppose, for -example, there are two
groups. of persons, -essentially equal in characteristics except that one
group is about to-enter into -a new intervention program bringing them-a
far higher level of consumption: of some specific goods or services. (This
could be, for example, the Congregate Meals Program for the Elderly.) Iet
us consider three points in time. At +3ime one, just prior to the initiation
‘of the program; both .groups -are observed in-a sample survey. At time two,
the same individuals are re-interviewed using essentially the same survey
instruments, and it is ascertained that in this very short time period the
participants have become significantly. happier than they were in the first

survey. The obvious conclusion is that the program induced this increase
in ‘happiness. (Let us leave aside for the moment-the way happiness would
be measured.) \

Now suppose the Hedonistic Treddmill comes into play, ahd the program-
participants begin to aspire to -even higher levels of these/sgme,or,perhaps
different goods-and services than the ones provided by the program. Cone
ceivably, if these new and additional goods and'servicesrgre not forthcoming
as desired, the participant group could sink to their- preylous level of
happiness, so that in the long run both the participants /and the non=-
participants are -equal ifi this.regard. -In the broad.historical and--cul tural

perspective, this seems like a distinct possibility.
- /

This being the case, it seems imperative that programs be evaluated
not solely on the basis of perceived changes in'gqtiéfaction,or,happineSS
(however measured) but primarily on the basis of changes in objective con=-
ditions--e.g., availability of services within 307ﬁinutes,,sanitéry water
supply, increased employment, higher 1ncomes;—mo;é—equal—distribution of
income or wealth, etc. In other words, the goals of the rural development




programs should be stated in terms of objective measurable outcomes,
which are explicitly recognized to be related to happines@ or safisfac-
tion in one way or another. A program which is effective in improving -
one or more of these conditions would not .necessarily be judged "unsuc-
cessful," just because the clients remain (or become increasingly) un-
happy or dissatisfied. Dick Hoke has put it rather well: "An under-
. . nourished person who enters the program constantly hungry and. then
N regularly receives three meals a day is not being poorly served merely be-
cause he remains dissatisfied due to & continued craving for cheesecake
and chocolate eclairs...it is possible in most 'value contexts to distin-
guish betwegen a perceived good and a real good, with the latter being (in
principle) objectively determined by the judgment of the proverbial scien=-
tific’ investigator..,"’ He goes on to say that the ‘happiness of the client
population should not be ignored,, but that this should not.be the primary
basis of assessing the impact of a program (Hoke, 197h4). .
. t = .
Obviously, we as researchers -should not ignore the subjective meas=-
ures (values,lattitudes,'contentment, etc.). Far from it. As Wilkinson
has pginted out (in his excellent review of an earlier draft of this .
essay): \

", .It is possible to measure attitudes and attitude change
" without meking normatively hedonistic assumptions. Measures
of alienation, aspiration, community identity:and'geﬁeral
‘elimate of opinion' can be very uscful in assessing impacts.
The error -would be in relying entirely on these. I would -
-suggest- that the gap between -objective and perceived changes
in .status (e.g., between ‘absolute' and ‘relative' depriva- <

tion) could tell much about quality of life, unless we are.

‘assuming that the only real deprivations are absolute, (I'm
not eble to assume this.)' i v .

I concur with this suggestion up to a point: We should not shy away
from making normative judgments -as to the human velue relevance of the

- dimensions we select for. measurement in an evaluation study. In fact, we
should make this selection within an explicit paradigm. Each dimension, e
should be clearly identified as either & meens -or an efhd within the over-

all model of rural development and individual/social &well-'being.

One- reason why the subjective data must te collected in an eveluation
study is compelling:: to provide a basis for validating the paradigm and
the objective measures. It is possible (hopefully unlikely!) that the '
subjective data would indicate the people conuider themgelves worse off,
while the .objective data all indicate they should be better off. If this
were to happen, we would be obliged to take a herd look at our objective
measures and our ides of what constitutes "progress" in rural development;
our paradigm would surely have to undergo major surgery, -including both
amputation and organ transplants. Conversely, one would ‘hypothesize -that
jmprovements in the objective meagures'shoqldrbe—positively correlated
with improvements in several of the subjective items, such as those reflect-
ing perceived satisfaction, relative deprivation, alienation, etc.

’

Organizing the Data
Once the decision has been made as to the appropriate data to be col~ ,




’ b

* Yected ‘and the site has been selecled, we are still faced with the prob-
lem of collecting and organizing all the necessary data. yee Dey has

suggested a matrix for use in assembling the data. \\//
. 1
Administrative Stxucture ‘ .
Ifrl weréato venture a guess as to the aspect of rural &evglqpment S

research that is most critical end most likely to be the limiting faptor .

causing failure of the whole effort ... my answer would be the adminis«

trative structure. The level of funding of rural development intervention

programs &nd evaluative research are obviously miniscule in relation to

the absolute need. However, I view inadequate funding as the second mosY o
significant barrier to effective rural development research. Even with

adequate funding, our efforts will prove to be futile unless we (l);gvdid

scattering our research resourtes too thinly, (2) learn fo orgenize our-

selves into effective research efforts with a well developed research

paradign, and (3) remain en rapport with the local community and the rural

ok development practitioner. .

A corollary of inadequate funding is too low a level -of the quantity
and quality of the scientific manpower input to the research. , The sumna-
tion of several fractions of a man-year often adds up to-a zerd; in terms
of creative research. -Sismondo contends that all excellent. quality re-.
search efforts he has seen have been based on at least one intellectual .
glant (who can grasp the relevant theories). rather than 4 or 5 rockies.

‘The problem of critical mass is nowhere more problematic- than in a
relatively new and uncharted line of research. The extreme importanze of
an appropriate theoretical paradigm has been discussed. It“is[just-essen-
tisl that each researcher in charge of a significant portion -of Yhe -evalu-
ation be given .enough freedom fyom. his or her other duties, and ough: time
with his professional peers and persons from other relevant discip esi——//’

§0 he or she can internalize the necessary paradigm and the research tech-

niques needed|to gather and anaslyze the data effectively. What is likely

to happen is that too many researchers will be spread toc thinly to be .

able to make the intellectual investment necessary for a really creative *
research effort. This is a challenge to the research administrator; I-
would like very much to be proven wrong on this prediction.

The second critical area of edministration is the need to maintain
rapport (including respect and trust) between the researcher and the in-
tended audience. Thersresearcher needs to be in. rapport with the policy
rakers and agency personnel and other practitioners at the grass roots
level, both ab the- beginning of the study (so the correct research/ -ques=~ .
tions are addressed) and after the study is completed the findings-pust :
be communicated to:- the users in a way they can understand and ‘apply to
their on-going operations. During the first stage of the research-~the
context analysis--the researcher will jnevitably come up with-a lot of

. data that will be of great interest to the program administrator and other
‘ practitioners involved in the_rural’developmentfeffort. These data should’
be commnicated to these potential users as clearly and as rapidly as is
feasible within the constraints of good quality research.

>
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. The roles of the researcher and the practitioner are highly com-
. plementary and frequently overlapping in the task of analyzing and

- helping to resolve problems of rural development. Researchers can
facilitate this development by providing timely and lucid knowledge. And
by being actively engaged with practitioners in providing guidance for.
action, ‘the researcher receives a feedback of additional research prob-
lems and exceptional observations which can spawn additional hypotheses !
(Madden, 1970). . o

. The finést example I have seen of maintaininé continuing rapport
with the user-clientele is the’ work of Sergio Sismondo fn New Brunswick,
Canada (1973a, 1973b). His operation included both research and opera-
tional components, constantly “in.contact,K with each ¢ther and with the cli-
entele, Their results in terms of actual accomplishment of several key
aspects of rural develoﬁheﬁ% is astonishing-~-increased income and employ-

_ment, increased political awareness and participation by the masses, de-
velopment, of new industries- employing hundredskof formerly welfare=-
.dependent persons, et¢. Sismondo is -absolutely convinced that, the success
of the program (celled New Brunswick NewStart) is critically "dependent

\ upon maintaining rapport between the research team and the community, par-
fticu;a:ly the. Xocal power elites, agency personnel, and entrepreneurs.

The Task Force on Rural®Development, within the National Academy of
‘Scierice, has recently finished a report entitled, "Guidelines for Manage-
ment. and Design of Rural Development Research." This report emphasizes
the need for a thorough study of the-way in which rural development re-
-search may be—mpstAqffectively:and'efficiently organized to accomplish
the ultimate objectives of rural develqpmept/(Ebeits,,l97h), If this

, study 1s funded, it could provide an excellent -addition to the -development

of a truly effective paradigm for {ural development research.
. . ‘

N Comments on the Evaluation Plans in the Proposals of the
. Twelve Northeastern States - .
. < * ’ . *

. Evaluation plans from 12 Northeastern states were sent to me as part
of the background reading for the preparation of the essay. The plans I
received were abbreviated and, in some cases, possibly preliminary. ’

. Therefore; I realize that the impressiond gleaned I{rom those materials may
be. erroneous, far out of -date with current plans of the respective states.
With this admission of fallibility, I will now,prbceed:to?éﬁmmarize the
major point in the. evaluation components of the proposals. )

Five of the 12 states have selected a,particu;a}Qgerviceras the focus
of thé rural -development effort. This decision was mede -apparently on the

L2

advice of an appointed advisory council, or at least with their acquies~

dence. In two other states, economic growth -(income and/or employment) is
‘the focus. ‘' In one state the emphasis is to be on some topic of primary -
interest to environmentalists. In the remaining four states (Massachusetts,

New Hempshire, New-York, and Pennsylvania) this. décision has been postponed
until ‘the interests and priorities of the target area and/or its represen=
tatives have been -determined. “ ' ‘

~

/’ .The propoéhlé are, for' the most part, not cleer as to whether & base-
line survey will be done. The states seem about evenly split between those
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that intend to determine program priorities via surveys versus those that
choose to rely on the advisory councils. A household survey will be done
in Pennsylvania, for example, to provide data to be used later in estim-
ating program impact, to gather certéin elements of the context data, and
to get a reading on the values and priorities of the population in the
study areéa. Perhaps other states will be doing a similar study, but this -
was not clear from the material I received.

In 4 of the 12 states, the evaluation plan stated explicitly that
the state or local advisory council will have the responsibility of eval-
uating the rhral development activity. Given that these councils are com=
posed almost exclusively of very busy executives, it seems clear that only
a very perfunctory "evaluation" will be performed. And given the .smell
amount of money .allotted to some of the states for this Title V activity,
péerhaps no more than a cursory‘egaluation is warrented. Anything more
profound might be an utter waste of everyone's time and a chunk of the
2imited budget--a 1little like doing an extensive study to determine whether
s bucket of red ink dumped in Lake Erie would cause ‘Niasgara Falls to turn
red! Part of the output of the Title V pilot study,/natiéndwide, should
_be a clear signal to Congress and the Office of Management and Budget re-
garding the minimum critical mass of research and operating funds, below
which any effort would be a total waste. Scme of the 12 state proposals

leave me with the uneasy feeling that they fall below this minimum.

. Another impression gleaned from my review ofkthe—state,proposals is
that nearly all of them lack several. -of the key ingredients of -good scien~
tific research. Perhaps this~impression—is incorrect, due to my error of
interpretation, or maybe the sbate- proposals are out of date. More than
Xikely, the researchers involved cannot be held responsible for the seem-
ing inadequacies,,beéause—severql are spread SC thinly between teaching
and various resea;dh'responsibilities—that they cannot be expected to do
a Grade A job on their rurel development research and program evaluation.
Nonetheless, as they now stand, the state planS—generally'lack & clear
recognition of the need to build a pqradigm'enCQmpassing the massive body;
of theory and empirical research in the literature on human- ecology, re=~/
giohal economics, public finance, social stratification (particularly on
vertical social mobility) demography, politicael science; etc. The vast
intellectual resources of social science need to be tapped. A major ob-
stacle to overcome in such multi-discipline teamwork is the "Power of
Babel" syndrome wherein the specialized vocabularies of the various dis-
ciplines prohibit effective communication' essential to the construction
of a unifying paracigm. \
) -Another crucial -element typically found lacking in the state plans is’
s systematic mechanism for providing continuing rapport between the re-
\searchers and .(1) the -clientele population, and (2) the rural development
practitioners. .Sismondo (1973b) has suggested a general policy research
paradigm which -makes explicit the circular flow of information- between
the'researchers—andrﬁhe significant others in the rurel development -effort.
This is such an essential aspect of the overall strategy that it -can be
ignored only at the peril of the success of the rural development research.
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Conclusion |

These comments are offered here mainly to facilitate further dis-
cussion in the various work sessions. Hopefully the concepts presented
will illumine oéur efforts to make a truly mesningful input into the
knowledge base, the theories--the research paradigm--at the heart of

the scierce Jf rural development.
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EVALUATION NEEDS UNDER TITIE V
OF THE RURAL DEVEIOPMENT ACT OF 1972

Howard C. ‘Tapkersiey

Program Evaluation - One View

Program evaluation is accomplished for one or more of three basic pur-
poses ¢ (1) to make program adjustments to increase the .effectiveness of
the program underway or to increase the probability of success with the
next effort we undertake; (2) to detérmine the "worth" of staff members or
to justify selary adjustments, promotions, terminations. and/di other per-
sonnel actiOns;'and'(S)—tb justify expenditures for programs to those who
award or administer funds. ES and CSRS are interested in evaluation tc
justify expenditures and to meke program adjustments. We have little in-
‘terest in evaluation to determine "worth" of personnel. This we consider
State business. ‘

The dictionary defines Evaluate: to ascertain the value of. A search
of evaluation literature reveals that -evaluation requires three basic func-
tions yhich may be articulated as three stages -of the -evaluation process:

1. Documenting - fn:nishing—evidence—of’needs, plans, procedures,
) inputs and -outputs or results. .

2. Arraying evidence documented in a logical or rational display.

- 3. Appraising - setting value on the -evidence arrayed.
.

Many evaluation systems have been descrived in the literature but,
I assert that all fit into a continuum containing four fairly distinct
types. The continuum runs frcm—Cdst/Benefit Analysis, where doller costs
‘and benefits are measured, on cardinal scales, to Classical Operations
‘Management where--an ordinal scale of costs is displayed against an ordinal
scale of effects or achicvements. Cbst/Benefit'Apalysis:is—glways done in
a formal sense and is documented while Clagsical Operations'Management is
often used without documenting anything in writing and is carried ‘on in the
Menager's or Supervisor's head.

) Documenting and Arraying are always the responsibility of the pro=-
fessional -or maneger. The Appralising function is the responsibility of the
professional or maneger only in Cost /Bencfit Analysis. Appraising nust be
done by the decision-maker, those who award or administer funds, in Qhe

’
-

fioward C. Tankersley s Progrem leader - Rural Development, Extension
Title V Coordinator, Extension Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Washington, D.C.
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other, three types of evaluation systems discussed here. We must presume
that there will be a direct correlation between the skill of the profes-~
sional or maneger in documenting and arraying and the decisions reached.

The four systems on the continuum are as follows:

1. Cost/Benefit Analysis - Dollar costs are displayed against dollar
benefits and Cost/Berefit Ratios are computed. The ratio suggests that
costs exceed benefits or benefits exceed costs but it does not identify
the incidence of costs and benefits or who pays and who benefits.

2. Cost/Effectiveness’Analysis - Doller costs are displayed against

a cardinal scale of effects, kill retios and other numbers games. Cost/
Effectiveness analysis.numbers games allow computation of per-unit costs
which allows the decision-maker t6-det >rmine for himself whether or not

the effects arée worth the.dollar costs. This type of evaluation sometinfes
‘defines the incidence of costs and effects. '

3. Program,Appraisal -4 qardinal scale of doller or other costs is
arrayed against achievements. The incidence -of costs and benefits is
usually defined. The ﬁecision7maker must determine for himself the value
of achievements and often hie must determine for himself the value of the
costs. This system aldows for inclusion of social and political as well
as economic costs. .

L. Classical Operations Management - ‘An ordinal scale of social and/
or political costs are arrayed against an ordinal scecle of -social and/or
political effects or achieveménts. The incildence of costs and benefits are
always defined. Exesmples of these costs and benefits would be: (1) the
cost of detente (political culpability) arrayed against the value o de= |
tente (absence of -cold war); (2) the cost of promoting an outsider to the
office of Deah (impact on the faculty) arreyed against the value of such

promotion (new blood in the college).

In evaluating &xtension and research efforts effectively, we will
probably utilize Program Appraisal to satisfy the need for justifying pro-
gram expenditures to decision-mekers. We will probably use both Program-
Appraisal and Classical ‘Operations Management to determine the "worth' of
staff members and/or to make program adjustments. '

Title V Needs

In eveluating Title V. State programs, we face two kinds of needs.

The first relates to those provisions of Title V of the Rural Development
Act of 1972 which are different from the Smith-Lever and Hatch Acts under
which most extension and research work is accomplished in the land-grant
system, We must evaluate whether or not we have met or exceeded the in=-
tent or expectations of the Congress in funding Title V. The second  need
is to evaluate program effectiveness. Meeting. these needs will allow us
to justify, or fail to justify, expenditures and to detérmine needed pro-
gram adjustments - find out what we dre doing right or wrong and indicate
changes needed in the future, if any.

-
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Intent of Congress

An analysis of Title V and the legislative history of the-Rural De-
velopment Act of 1972 reveels certain expressed or implied expectations of
the Congress. These are as follows: ’

1. The sudiences that will be served-are: units of general purpose
government at the State and local levels; special purpose rulti-jurisdic=-
tional units of governments; organizations. of local  people involved in
development; and industries that provide, or may provide , employment in
the rural community. I believe it is fair to ccnclude ‘that Congress per-
ceived these to be the most important audiences to be dealt with in rural
development and that they were not being dealt with sufficiently at the
time the Act was passed. s

5. Divisions of the land-grant university other than agriculture,
engineering and home economics -and institutions of higher education other
than land-grant universities will be involved in developing the rurel com-
munity if the extension arid research functions are to be performed effec-
tively and sufficiently. I believe.it is fair to conclude that Congress
held at leest five perceptions about—extension,and'research in the land-
gront system at the time the Act was passed: (1) the focus of the exten-
sion and reseurch functions in the land-grant system has been confined to -
the interests and disciplines most common to the colleges of agriculture,
engineering and home economics; (2) the disciplines and subject matters
traditional to extension and the experiment statlon are not those that are
appropriate to meeting the extension and researghunéedswof:the,audiehces
defined for development .of rural America;—(3)'Title‘V would shift the focus
of land-grant university extension and research from agriculture, engineer=-

"ing and home economics to development of the rural community - to meeting

the needs of the audiences listed above; (h)fTiE;eeV”would’make,possible'
extension and research work,1appropiiaterto,thé— eeds of the audiences de-
fined, in developing rural communities; and (5) research and extension work

by other institutions of higher education is needed.

3. Development needs of rural commnities will be identified by pro-
fessionals and lay leaders in the States. Integratéd extension and re-
search efforts to -meet these practicel needs will te projected in %the State
Plans of Work which will be submitted to—professionalé:ahd'lay‘geaders for-
approval before being sent to USDA. I believe it is fair to--conclude that

‘Congress perceived rural development needs to be:pracﬁicél in nature, that

they ought to be identified, defined and articulated by people in the local
rurqlrcgmmunities,fand.research and extension efforts undertaken to address
these needs.

4. Research and extension functions of institutions of higher educa-
tion will be co-ordinated, integrated and focused on practical problems
expressed by local communities. I believe it is fair to conclude that
Congress perceived a lack of co-ordination between research and extension
functions in-the land-grant university.

5. Educational programs (research and extension) will be co-ordinated
with other rural development efforts of the State, local and Federal govern-
ments. I believe it is fair to conclude that Congress perceived a lack of
co-ordination between the agencies of government st all levels in developing

rural communities.
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6. Title V is a small pilot effort of 3 years duration to test the
techniques and orgenization for rural development research and extension.
I believe it is feir to conclude that Congress meant to test whether or
not a federally-funded progrem of educational assistance to rural commun-
jties can succeed when it is: (1) administered in connection with the
Hatch ‘and Smith-Lever Acts through the land-grant universities’ extension
services and experiment stations; (2) when it is aimed at solving practi-
cal development problems of rural communities; and (3) when it involvcs
disciplines from outside the colleges of agriculture, engineering and home
econiomics in the land-grant university and from other institutions of
higher education in the State.

I can assure you without qualification that all of us in ES and CSRS
sre cognizant of the low level of funding for Title V and the demands upon
the experiment stations and extension services to supplement such funding.
to support Title V programs. «However, if we have accurately identified’
the perceptions held by Congress as the reasons for including those provi-
sions of Title V which are different from the Smith-Lever and Hatch Act
programs, wWe mast conclude that Congress will not accept the argument ad-
vanced by some that we have already proven, under the Hatch and Smithe--
lever programs, the téchniques—and.organization effectiveness of the Xand-
grant system to deliver rural development assistance. If this. is a correct
assessment, we must also conclude that the evaluation information, which we .

supply Congress and the Administrators in. our universities and the Depart-

ment of Agriculture, will be taken seriously- 'We must, therefore, take our

,evaluation:responsibilities seriously. If we have accurately -assessed the

intent of -Congress and the reasons for expressing this intent in the Legis~

létigh, we will need to document and array evaluation information related
to the following: 3

1. The audiences involved.

© 2. The involvement of other institutions=or faculty members from,
colleges and universities othér than land-grant. The extent and kind
of involvement.

3. The'involvement,of'faculty from divisions of the land-grant

university other than colleges of sgriculture, engineering -and- home_
economics. The extent and kind of involvement. ’

., The role and involvement of the State Rural Development
Advisory Councils.- The extent and kind of involvement.

5, The extent to which the focus of the progrem is on practical-
problems of the rural community. The kinds of problems and who identified
thenm.- =z : .

7 6. Cowordination or integration of research and extension efforts.
The extertt and kind of. co-ordination or integration and the systems or al-
liances which evolved to fecilitate co-ordination or integration.

7. Co-ordination between educational (resesrch and extension) efforts

and oﬁhér'rural development efforts and- activities in the States. At least
show that they were not in opposition to each -other. ;

' /

0035 /




31

A proper documéntation and arrayal of jnformation relating to these
jssues should satisfy the need to show whether or not we are meeting or ex-
ceeding the intent ox expectations of the Chngress regarding the capabllity
of the land-grant system to organize a program which will deliver rural de-~
velopmént educational assistance offectively.

Program Effectiveness . .

4 . Evaluation of program effectiveness is required under the provisions
of the Rural Development Act.of 1972. It is necessary in order to document
_the effectiveness of the techniques employed to deliver rural development
assistance. The impact of the information generated will extend beyond the
jmmediate demands of Title V. Our program efforts under Title V are not
grossly different from our program efforts under Smith-lever or Hateh Act.
funds. Therefore,. any evaluation information .generated- about Title V will
. be extremely useful in articulating purposes, objectives, procedures aan
subject matters dealt with in-a}l research and extension efforts in compun-

ity or rural development. . /

Evaluation for prqgranfeffeétivengss ought to document and arraﬁ‘evi;
dence related to achieving the objectives stated in the Plan-of Work:/ ‘To °
do,this3,the—objectiVes,,as refined, will needrtp'be-stated and the follow=-

ing kinQS—of'informatioh documented and arrayed:

1, Inputs - a description of what was planned and what was—actually
done by reééaxéhers—and:extension'workers in:achieving;or[pursue
- ing the -objectives.

a. Research or technical assistance provided - the kind and- to

~  whom it was provided. f

b. Information and educational Qs§istgndé provided - the ﬁﬁnd,
and to whom it was provided. : /

c. Organizgtiohs—developed'Or—assisteéf--number,ahd;composition
(makeéup) of organizations created. Existing organizations
assisted and kinds of -organizational assistance given.

d. Leaders identified,,mobilized:or assisted ~ numbers and. g

compositfon. !

e. The science man~years of extension and research time given to
Title V programs by all instituti nS—of'higherweducatiQn in
the State. Tl

% s /
2. Outputs - Outcomes -,Achievements - what is achieved in relation
to what was stated in the goals or objectives.

8. Problems or needs -of the community that were identified, ar-
ticulated, analyzed and/or documented; Priorities given.

b. Alternatives for meeting needs or solving problems that were i
. identified, articulated, documented. Alternatives that were
selected.
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c. Solutions implemented or toverd which action programs or pro-
jects are underway - or on which decisions were later made to
a take no action. Consider things such as:

- impfovements in community facilities or services, local
> economy, land use patterns, ete.

]
- new patterns and practices established - problem-solving
mechanisms institutionalized;

+

- policies changed and/or established.

_ - extent %o which problems have been ameliorated or solved or
needs met. ‘

- changgs from situation statement in Plan of Work.

~judgements of individvals, -groups, agencies, public offi-

cials and planners as to what has been accomplished and the
value of the accomplishments to the -community.

;.'1

1]
h

- egtimate of man-days of volunteer leadership given to- the
community by leaders assisted.

d. Alteratibqs or adjustmentS'in organizations or institutions:
- in program or project effggts. \
- in composition (make-up).
- in purpose. -

- in leadership.

in viability. - g .

-

- inputs of orgenizations into solving of cormunity problems.

e. Impact on people in the community ~ as judged by the people
of the community: *

- on individuals.
- on community government.

- on relations between community government and the' citizens
of the -community.

- on community sub-systems - cultural or racial groups.

- on relations between the community and adjoining communie-
ties. ' s .

A'proper'documentationrand arrayal of jnformation related to these
jssues should satisfy the need to show the effectiveness or lack of effec-
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tiveness of the techniques we employ to deliver rural development educa-
tional assistance in. the land-grant system.

One last thought. Whether or not we like it, we are in an age of ]
accountability in public services. We must be accountable for what we say
we will do and for the public funds expended to do it. We must be account-
able to those who provide the funds. Or, we must decide that we don't wish
t6 participate. That is always one of our alternatives, of course. I would
prognosticate that those programs in the public sector for which the leaders
sre reluctant tn be accountable will not be discontinued immediately. What
we might expect is a gradual decline in support, beginning with a decrease
in the rate of increased funding, end a shift of funding to newer pieces of

" legislation which impose controls with which leaders must comply or face
criminal or ¢ivil action or total loss of funds. A

<

i

ot




‘and the plans for evaluation of the various states. Discussion of. the

which they can contribute more both to practice and knowledge.

3

THE EVALUATION OF DEVELORMENT PROGRAMS
‘Eaward 0. Moe

INTRODUCTION B

A
)

This workshop on evaluating Title V programs provides the opportun-
ity .for a valuable exchange of ideas. The context within which we work,
including the array of expectations different groups hold for Title V,'GQP
be explored and clarified. Alternative concepts of development and evalu=
étion can be examined. Much can be gained from hearing about the progreams

plans will suggest ways in which they can be strengthened, and through

The papers by Olaf Larsonm, Pat Madden and Howard- Tankersley provide
the qverview and the perspective needed and suggest some promising ap-
proaches to the tasks we confront. "What I have to say will build on what
has been said. .

Title V seems to—maﬁe more sense, given the grandness—bf the design
and frustrations of the level of funding, if one puts it in the context of
the .Land Grant University's gontinuing attempts to renew jts. research and -
development delivery system. Basically, we are attempting to build capa=-
city at two levels. - )

1. Capacity at the community level to initiate and sustain -develop=

ment, to solve community problems, and to mgke continuing ad-.
justments to the larger environment,.

». Capacity on the part of land-grant institutions and ‘other helping
agencies to. provide the -assistance and resources needed by local
people- and local institutions to help make their efforts effec~
‘tive. -

It follows that creation -of mnew capacity at these two levels requires
both within each level and between levels new ways of working, new linking
mechanisms, new systems. These are what we are—trying'to-inyent.

For decades attempts at development in rural and non-metropolitan
areas have faced a hard uphill battle. Industrialization, urbanization,
and bureaucratization of American society resulted in greater -and greater
concentration of population, economic activitj,and social services in urban

’,Edwardio.'Moé is Prinéipal Sociologist and Co-ordinator, Rural
Devélopmeht'Programs,'Cooperative State Research $ervice; U<S. Department
of Agriculture, Washington, D. C.
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metropolitan areas. National growth and development- pdlicies tended to -
support the concentration. Agricultural strategies for rural development

with high substitution of capital for labor reduced employment in agricul- * -
ture. Lack of alternative employment opportunities resulted in population -
decline, and & generally deteriorating set of conditions in rural communi-

ties. .

These forces and their con\s\equences may have "bottomed out" . 'Beale
(1974) has mede scme highly significant observations about “population .
and set}'.lement prospects”. '

" .. the nation appears to have arrived at a point where a '
truism of generations - that Arﬁgrican metro areas increase \
y in population more\rapidly han \nonmetro areas - is no’
. longer valid."

- "Employment deta support the population statistics. From
- March 1970, to March 1973, data derived nationwide from

State Employment Security office files show an increase
of 7.8 percent in nommetro area jobs and 3.6 percent in-
creage in metuo areas. Unlike the 1960's when menufacturing -
was the -only major group with h’ighé\r:growth rates in nonmetro L. Y
areas, the 19}0-1973 figures indicate higher nonmetro-growth T
in every component except government. This means that the-

- trade and service'fs' sectors of rural and small city.areas ‘have “a

. 8 ) been advancing as well as the: goods-producing sectors.” )

_ There is no radical shift. Ve will continue to be an urban-metropolitan
nation, but the factors that impelled out-migration are losing or, have lost
most of their force. As Beale notes, a new perspective is needed to-under-
stand both the forces and their cohsequences. , .

T

The policy 4implications of these -changes.are far reaching. Two Pers-.
pectives among others are readily apparent. One- would be to shift -empha=’
sis from rural development because in scome senses it is beginning to .
) happen. Another, and one that has high promise, is that the more. favorable
- /cl'j.ina.te— for rural develomment which seems to- be emerging presents e time to -
“press ghead. Social and economic forceés may now support .develogment and
. make it possible to have greater effect with a given investment. of re- .
sources. This brings us, then, to development and evaluation. .
Development theory, research, and practice in- the United States and -
throughout the worla is in a period of searching reasgessment. Some .
thirty years of experience have accymulated since the planning of the ’ :
ambitious and widely hailed development programs of post-World War ‘1T« - N
Despite some: conspicuous achievements in the United States and in other R
countries, advancements in development to date havé not been whet the g
developers. - whet;.her theoreticians, pelicy makers, planners, programmers),.
administrators, or activists - hed hoped. This rich -experience base pro= -
_vides a unique opportunity for the redefinition of fundemental’ problems.

3 . ¢

One such problem is the ‘evaluation of devgl’opnent programs . Attempts.
to find scze consistent well-designed &valuation studies of development
are diBappointing. The reasons are not hard to find. They are rooted

1
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" in the confusions and compiexities inherent in the nature of development

and evaluation. Assumphions about the desirability and appropriateness
of development, and acceptance 6f the American experience as proof that
we ¥new how to d3sign and conduct development programs, teuded to play

- down” the importance of evaluastion. At the same time the confusion and

lack of clarity in genei'al' design: in g,oals and objectives; in policies;

_pro%mms and procedures; inm measures or yardsticks for development; and
in the conduct of development efforts mede evaluation efttremely difficult.

, Other complicationég of course, are inherent in the. conception,
design and processes of evaluation. Evaluation is most effective when it

. is a_clearly designed, built-in, continuous part of: devélopment programs.

In practice, evaluation rarely met these conditions with the copse"f;uent
16ss both of solid evalustion and a better understanding.of the nature of
development itself. -

The set of ideas in this statement is an attempt to identify and
outline some of the gritical considerations in the evaluation of develop-
ment progrums. From this set of idees, critical elements can be identi-
fied in the design and evaluation of specific developuent orogrems,

MAJOR SECTICNS OF THE STATEMENT ARE: ~
' /

I.. ON THE NATURE OF DEVELOFPMENT 4

" -

II. A CONCEPTUAL VIEW OF DEVELORMENT AND DEVELORMENT PROCESSES

III. THE NATURE OF EVALUATION: " ITS 'FUNCTIONS IN DEVELOBMENT
PROGRAJS :

* - N

V. SGE GUIDELINES  IN THE EVAIUATION OF DEVELORMENT "PROGRAMS

V. SOME CRUZICAL ELEMENTS IN THE EVALUATION OF TITIE V
PROGRAMS : .




I. 'OF THE RATURE OF DEVEBIOPMENT
. ~ P
A ’ &

Searching question%mha{ve been raised abow what develomment

is, and what ‘distinguishe s it from something which is not devel-

» opment., There is genersl recognitioh that the concept is at the
game tire both deceptively simple and horrendously cog\plicated.
There seems to.be scmewhat general acceptancerof the ldea that’
it connotes improvements in the position of people and soclal
and’ economic entities - organizations, communities, regions,
nations ~ with. reapect to certain key values such as income and .
wealth, education, health, well-being, dignity, capacity, politi-~
cal effectiveness, and freedom. It is also thought to imply,
whether used in botany, engineering, psychology, child develop-
ment, economics, sociology‘," or other disciplines . . . an unfolding
or movement toward scme sets of conditions or states of affairs
regarded as desirable such as adulthood, maturity, gself-sustained
social and economiic growth, differentiation, or quality of life.

A-1

. . ; e
. One may view the .conceptual difficulty, in part, as rooted
in the .so-called normative problem. Pevelopment is inescepably a
normative concept, and one can not - - L with it without invoking
both’ internal and -external yardstich. in anslysic as Warwick N

i 19@8) observed. .

Sqcial scientists, in particular, are caught up in the norma--

_ tive problems and the underlying valueg.)issues., It has been much :
easier for social scientists to talk about social change, cultural /
. change or modernization. These are more neutral concepts. They

deal with wnat is Wappening or what will happen. When one uses

the term develomment or- underdevelomment, there is the implicit

connotation of someone's idea 28 to whet should. happen to people,

to communities and societies. It is in this wvay that both internal

‘and -external yardsticks become involved in choices of what people

want, and what they est;abli’éh as goals and objectives: of development
Programs.. _ .

Differentiating Ideas on Development

A useful question to-confront is the; differentiating idea ia
the concept of ‘development. What distinguishes development from a
get of conditions or a state of affairs which is nec* Gevelomment?
The writer had the privilege of exploring this -queation with some
£45%y Cornell faculty and graduate students from: a wide range of

disciplinary and experience vackgrounds (Moe, 197L).-

v It was possible to lay out ‘a number of emphases which: charac-
terize ways of thinking about development. Buphasis as used in this

context ;czloes not mean that a person leaves sut, ignores or does not
.recognize. other aspects and implications of the conzept of develop=
ment. It 18 ‘significant, also,-that every person interviewed saw
development as essentially interdisciplinary or requiring sophis-
ticated interdisciplinary contributions to build on and 'extend the .

perspective of the separste disciplines.
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The major emphases around which the various points of view can be
described are:

Goal-directed, goal-oriented change

\\ Preferrad states or levels of well -being

Use of resources

Capacity??f individuals

Capacity of s&gtens o
Incréased levels of productivity
Quality of life .
Sets Qf conditions characterizing development
LeveL%Sf differentiation

Mumber of options

i
Surplus of product/skill.

S

Each of these emphases was briefly examined in the paper referred to above.}

\

The Confusion About Development -

v

It has been evident for.scme time that great confusion character=
izgd‘thought and conceptualizations of development. This has become
more -apparent as the experience of the 1ast quarter of a certury has
‘been rev§ewed and re-analyzed. In this section of the paper, the
major aspects of the confusion as seen and experienced by Cornell

faculty,| administrators, and graduate stﬁdents ig & useful illustration.
A number| of faculty members put their view succincily: ", . wWe didn't
¥now what it was, but we thought it was & good thing. Ve are about in
the - situation now."

The major cogfusioﬁs expregsed in the,;nterviews are thesge:
‘Lack of (clarity sbout what development is.
Failure to desl constructively with the value problem.

N L |
Overdependence on aggregated quantitative and/or ‘narrow

quantitative ideas and measures.

Equating means with ends - technology, structure,
institutional forws, process. :

Pragmented and singl® disciplinary spproaches.

Moralistic speculation.
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Externsl manipulation. - high profile of the helper,
helping agency or helping nation.
/
Fajlure to anticipate and project consequences, and to /
- see second generation problems. s /
~ :’
| /
Endemic Problems in Planning and Development Proc;esses }7\
1 L*'4 /
/

Some significant assumptions, both ideologicjal and manegerial, ~
underlie current thinking abeut planning and development. Among
these are: ‘ ' /‘

1. Some re-emphasis ou: the role and respoﬁsibility of local
govermment, local public and private planning and devel-
opment agencies and local leadershﬁ) within the Federal

. . gystem, ) '
2, Some ideological reassertion thgﬁ; local govermment is
best able %o identify and squé local problems--and

" initiate and direct development programs, ‘and

3.. Reconsideration of. questions of scale with emphasis on
decentralization.

Contimiing analysis of the planning and dévelopment programs-
of the sixties and seventies points up some ‘bagic and persistent
problems. These gseem to have compromised efforts to achieve the
"great society”, and to build system capacity at various levels.

A National Acedemy of Sciences, National Academy of Engineering
report (1974) re-identifies these basic considerations:

1. Lack of congruency between locally perceived needs and
national priorities and programsy

2., Failure to match statements of priority with resources,
personnel, and funds.

3, Tendency for prcblems to be greater or smaller than the
jurisdiction of the relevant unit of govermment.

4. Failure in plenning and develoment to encompass the
. full docial, economic and political dimensions of
problems. . ‘ .

5. Failure to integraté planning and development with
political processes of decision making and allocation of
resources. '

6. Inadequacy of research and evaluation tools (both the
atate of the arts and the use of what is aveilable) to
cssess processes and ascertain impact of programs: .

K
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In one way or another, we continually encounter these problems in
developing, implementing and evaluating programs under Title V.
Program objectives nay be different, funding levels may vary widely,
but th?se kinds of problems are always there.

|

-
3

II. CONC’BP‘I‘UAL%IEW OF DEVELOPMENT AV JEVELOPMENT
PROCESSES ‘ )

- 1 ’

A simple framework fer thinking abour ~:velopment and for
enelyzing development programs has emers.a out of past and present - v
work. Development programs or efforts may.be analyzed in terms of:: :

1. Clarification of the goals in development, and what de-
, velopment is defined to be - in specific terms. wWhaet is
supposed to occur? What sre the ends or the desired

states to be attained?

b
2, Identification of the units within which- development is
to ocour. Are the changes desired changes in individuals, N

‘organizations, communities, multi-county units or some. other
wnite, or are changes to be made concurrently in several-
units and in the relationships among units?

- 3, Specification of the processes and -strategles by which devel-
opment is to be attained. These processes -and- strategies need
to be defined in very specific terms -and exemined as to their .
appropriateneas for attaining 1'.1,'aei ends specified.

L. Internal and external measures by which development is to be ?/\ ~
gauged or evaluated. What ‘are the c‘ iteria by which some
determination can be-made as to whether develomment has
occurred or the extent to which it has occurred? Again,
great clarity and specificity are r@’ red.
. -
Development, while difficult to attain, is an~dintriguing idea. in
human society. ILife and events do not-heve a flow in linear faghion
from past to present to future. We have been successful in making pro=-
jections of what conditions will be like five, ten and fi\_f,tecn years.
into the future. Building on such projections,xdevelopnent presents
" the opportunity to go beyond projections to more precise descriptions
of what we would like to see exist, or vwhat the alternatives might be
in terms of some desired future states. If we are clear about the. ends,
it is likely we can devise the policies-and the strategies to achieve
the ends. At least we will know more clearly. what we are about, and the
nagnitude of the task we confront in development. To the extent that .
we do this, we can come into the present from the future as well as
from the past. i )

A Chain of Events .

Development connotes ‘movement from what exists to the achiev_ement
of ends defined as the goals of development. The ends may be certain
desired states, certain condii4ns, or the initiation -of new procedures

*
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and processes. .The movement is considered to occur tprough a series
‘or & chain of pla.nhéd events. These planned events are initiated as
being eppropriate, -or the most appropriate, ways of achieving the ends.
A number of attempts have been made over the years to define the se-
“quence of steps. The major "schools" in community develomment have
proposed "models” defining and describing the steps. Some examples are
the models used at Michigen State, Missouri, Southern Illinois, the
University of Chicago, the University of Washington, the University of
Utsh, the Lindeman model; and others (Moe, 1965). The community develop-

ment models are somewhat similar to

"gocial action models" such as Beal

(1964) or to the stages of policy development suggested by Freeman (1970) .

One view of the major phases or stages in development 1is outlined

below. Some of the steps within each phase are also identified.
-phases and the steps within them are always on-going, interrelated, and
never as discrete and separate -as they appear in written form.

I. PIANNING - '

Planning Mechanism Adapted -or Created
Mechanisms for Citizen Involvement Devised/Used
Problem/Situation Analyses; Needs/Wants
Assessments Mede ‘ .

Search forjAnalysis -of -Alternatives

Goal Setting/Policy Formulation Initiated
Monitoring/Assessment/Evaluation Initiated

11, mcmzmc/mommzm}' RESOURCES ‘FOR: DEVELOPMENT

Continuing Planning/Further Specification-of Goals
~ and Objectives
" Continuing Citizen Involvement
~ Designing Education/Action Progrems

Adepting/Creating Organizational Structure /Procedures

Identifying/Development of Leadership
Tdentifying/Caining Access to Local/Outside (or
Internal/External) Resources

. Monitox;ing/Assessment/Eva:lﬁa,tion

IIT. CONDUCT/IMPLEMENTATION OF PROGRAM

Planned Activities/Events Conducted
Continuing -Citizen Involvement’
- Moni:toring/Assessment/Evaluation

Thege

\

oy
W

3

Modification of Activities/Programs/Organizational Structure/

Procedures
* q

IV. REPLANNING/RECYCLING OF FROCESSES

Goals, Programs, Activities

There are many different ways in which development mey be pursued
and the sequence of events described. This is, one way. It is not };_p_g_
way, nor is it intended to be a definitive statement. It is sufficiently
complete, however, to use as an 1 lustration and as a point of refercnce
for clarifying an approach to the evaluation of develorment programs.
will ensble examination of'inputs, outputs, processes and products at

*

« various stages of a development p&@‘%

L3
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III. THE NATURE OF EVALUATION: ITS FUNCTIONS IN DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

Most definitions of evaluation in common usage identify two
significant aspects of the process - (1) the determination or measure
of the quantity of something such as activities, progrems, events, .
inputs, outputs, impact, and (2) some judgement of, or determination
of, the value or uorth}of what has been dcne or what has resulted.
This is frequently expréessed as & kind of general measure of the costs
and benefits and some balancing of the benefits against the inputs
or costs. ‘This should not be confused with more specialized coste
benefit analysis, which is a particular form of evaluation.

As evaluation is used in various public and private organizations
and agencies it tends to take these forms:| ) .
(1) Monitoring 4 - the attempt to detexrmine whether
agreements or contracts or pro-
grams are implemented according
to an accepted plan and the
attempt to determine how they
might be implemented more effec-
tively. This is closely related .
to processual evaluation described -
below.

(2) Performance Evaluation - the measurement and interpretation
of the performsnce of people in
various positions in designing and
implementing activities and prograns.

(3) Processual Evalustion - the building in of -an information-
and feedback system to provide data
for modification and improvement
of progrums, processes and proce=
dures while they are being implem-
ented.

(4) Program Effects/Outcome ) ) ;
Evaluetion - - the attempt to determine the extent ~
to which, and the effectiveness
with which, program objectives
are- achleved.

(5) Impact Evaluation - @ broader concept which involves
not only the outcomes- but the over=
all impact of the achievement of
outcomes on the total community or
the total system, and on individuals,.
- ' ‘ groups.- or significant subparts- of
the system., It is a form of evalua-
tion that attempts to get at the
intended ‘and unintended consequences
| of policies and programs. The ems
_phasis is on an estimate of what

0047
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happens and not on the pré-

y ' cise determination of specific
< program efforts. .
These are significant interrelated aspects or emphases in s

evaluation. In one way or another, they are all expressed in the
more consistent and continuous attempts to plan programs and de-
termine their outcomes. These aspects. of evaluation take on pare
ticular significance in assessing development programs.

A Conceptusl View of Evaluation

To begin with, evaluation is a fundamental process in all

human activity. Loomis, for example, Zdentified evaluation as a
basic process in his model of a gocial system. Normative activities
such as development occur within.a definable. context or set of cire:
cumatances. People in communities, multi-county regions or states .
or nations, for.example, emnjoy a way of life and an array of goods
and services. They also-expérience problems, and have wants and
hopes and expectations that are unfulfilled. Income may be low
according to both internal -and-external yardsticks. Unemployment may
be widespread. Significant lfe,sqﬁrce’a may be present which could be.
‘developed to expand the employment base and the- local economy.

~ Health and.medical care may be inadequate, Career education
programs may be néeded in the schools to help young people plan
their .futures around their oim educational snd occupational ‘aspir-
ations and expectations. e -capacity to initiate and -sustain -
change or development or make needed and ‘desired -adjustments is
inadequate., A development process such as outlined above is ini-
tiated. Some planning is dore. ‘Goals and objectives are estab-
1ished. A development program with -a- supporting plan and develop-

_ ment organization is- lsunched. Action and educational programs

are designed and implemented.

'E\fgluatign of dcveiopzent or other programs or activities may
be .onceived .a8 having these major aspects:

(1) Defining the context within vhicR development
is to be pursued, including establishing some-
‘base lines or known starting points from which
planned attempts to achieve ‘goals -and objectives

can be measured.

(2) Documenting the inputs, the - things-that are
done, the programs and activities initiated
and the resources used to bring about improve-
ment and to achieve the goals and objectives
that have been set.

(3) Documenting the processes or the ways in which
programs eve implemented. It would detail ways
in which planning is done, decisione made, com-
munication ‘channels established, the interaction - |
patterns that emerge, the critical incidents that




s occur, the interpretations of and changes in policies,
: » and other auch features.
(L) 'Documenting thcxoutputs or the outcomes or effects of
what is done. To what extent are the goals and objec-
- tives achieyed? Questions about the effectiveness of
the activities planned in achieving the goals are also
toc be considered.

(5) Assessing the overall impact of the program as a whole
and its major activifies on. the total system and impor-
. tant subparts of the system such as different groups of
. people.and different political units.. This is a signi-
\ ficant overview which goes beyond the more specific

questions of the ways.and the extent to which goals and
objectives are achieved. The concern i8 basically with —
consequences, both the intended .and the unintended.

Th‘e Baéic 'Functioné— of Evmluation

‘Evaluation including evalustive research is vieued as ‘having
five basic functions:

(1) Bnables the selection of goals and action and education
elternatives in achieving goals which are most likely to
be successml

This suggests that evaluation begins when. -development ‘begins.
The measuring-judging process is -distorted vhen it is seen
only in terms .of the ‘achievement of program goala.

(2) Builds on the collection 01’ data and feedback needed for
correction -and adjustment while prcgrams are- -underway, and
enables. keeping activities in line with goals.. It also
provides data for the modification of - -goals.

(3) Enables detemim.tion of the extent to-which, and the
efficiency with which, goals ‘have been achieved.

(L) Enables.making some overall assessment of the impact of
programs on people, on 8ystans -and system processes, and- -
(5) Enavles documentation and use of what 1is learned about
‘rdesigning and- implementing deve.Lo;ment programs.

In one way or another, something is rci}me in relation to- all of
the functions whéther or not there is an explicit eveluation effort.
Information is ed together. -Alternatives are defined, judgements
-are made, and action taken. The process may ‘be. unsystematic, piece=
meal and fragmented but it occurs. An explicit. evaluation effort’,
attempts to make the process systematic and to assure effective -
pursuit of the functions. g
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Inputs and Outputs in The Development Process

As pointed out -above, eveluation is considered to have five
major aspects - definition of the context and esta.blishuenglof
, gome base lines or known starting points fron which measurements
and judgements can be ‘made, a documentation of inputs, a docue
mentation of processes, & documentation of cutputs and an assegs-
ment of the overall impact on the system or gystems and their
_ ‘significant subparts. Before discussing the problems of inputs,
processes, outputs, some. clerification of the context and base.
lines or knéwn starting points is needed.

. Expenditure of effort in a progrem more. or less assumes
‘that something will occur, and that the changes will be in the
" direction defined in the ‘goals and objectives. Determining
whether or not the changes ‘planned actually occur requires some
specification of what the initial conditions are. The specifi-~-
cation of the context and number and kinds of base lines needed,
depends, of course, ‘on the- nature of the program.. There has been
some tendency in research to_spend more time and effort on con=
“texts and base lines, and to collect more data than is needed.
The definition of contexts and base lines should be adequate but
not overly elaborste. In an early evaluative study of the diffu--
sion on agricultural technology, the base line was the level of
-adoption of 12 recommended practices by a small carefully selected
semple of farmers. It proved adequate. o
L An ingenious exsmple of a base line emexged in a consultative
session on the evaluation of the work of a newly formed area agency
on aging in a multi-county area in the: Southwest. ‘he mission of
the ‘Area Agency is to mobilize resources ard encourage the -design
end modification of community services to enable elderly people- to
continue to live independently in their own homes. After exploring’
many. possibilities which were far ‘beyond -the resources of the -agency,
it was proposed that the current rate of admission of people to '
nursing homes in the area be accepted as & baseline. An. evaluation
of the rate of admission and the: types-of people admitted would make
possible three significant-kinds of findings, (1) did building in
new services for the aging affect the rate of admission? (2) had
people. been admitted previously who could now return to their-own

A\
kY

homes? and (3) what kinds of services were needed that would ensble
others being admitted to continue living independently?

Base lines or known starting points are needed. ‘They need not
be elabor ‘%e and costly. The more thought given to their selection
and use, the simpler and more. appropriate they are likely to be.

We can now consider inputs and outputs in the various phases of the
development .process. ) '

o

In the charts that follow, an attempt has been made for each
phase of the develophent process outlined earlier, to identify ine.
puts and outputs and prodicts appropriate to that phase. The inputs-
outputs identified are i1lustrative of those that might charecterize
a specific develomment program.
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Need for Strategical Thinking and Strategical Pl%nning

Involvement in development programs sccentuates the need for strate-
gical thinking. If we can conceive of development as occurring in stages
over time, and if we can plan and do within each stage what is critical to
that stage, we will enhance our chances of success. Development goels in
the early stages of programs are somewhat unreal. They acquire significant
meaning as we work on them, and move toward them. What we are struggling
with in this workshop is a way to bring this about. Clarifying the stages
and building in evaluation as a sel{~correcting mechanism is a long step in
the right direction. . : . N

IV - SOME GUIDELINES IN THE EVALUATION OF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

i

Reflection on some thirty years of experience and observations of the
field of evaluation leads one to the conclusion that some principles or
guidelines have been jdentified. They represent a useful surmary and, as
such, are presented here. . '

1. Eveluation is more effective when it is designed within: the hier=
archy of the explicit and implicit ends and means operating to
guide programs and within the specific sequence of activities
planned to achieve the ends,

Development moves through a chain of means and ends in’which the
achievement of many ends or goals end objectives become- means for
achieving other -ends. Planning and plans are a case in point.
¥hile the 'building in of planning as a process and the completion
of written plans are, significant ends, they are perhaps nore impor-
tant as means to other ends.

Eveluation to be effective must be designed within the hierarchy of
means and ends. It must also fake into account the strategies and
subtleties involved in the setting of goals and objectives and the
devising of means. The more conversent evaluators are with a de-
velopment agency and with thel factors which effect its programs,
including its concern with survival, funding and relationships to
other agencies, the more pertinent and realistic evaluation will
be. - !

2. Evalustion will be more effective when it is an integral, built-in,
continuous part of a.development program.

When evaluation is an integral, built-in continuing part of a de-
velopment program, it can best meet the conditions identified in 1
above. It also ensbles bullding in of an information-feedback sys=
tem that strengthens every phase of the development program; it
helps in the selection of more promising development elternatives
and the means for their achievement; it hélps keep the progrem and
activities geared to the goals; it helps modify and re~define the
goals when necessary; enables the determination of outcomes and im-
pact; and importantly; it helps document what has been learned and
expands the knowledge and experience base on which new development
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programs may draﬁt . s
P 4

\ 3. Evaluation is more effective when it utilizes the knowledge and
experlence of program designers, field staff, researchers, and ad-
ministrators, and identifies .and serves their speclal needs.

There are significant differences in the needs and interests of
different individuals and groups in the evaluation of any program ~
or activity. To “he extent that an eveluation design can identify
and respond to these needs, as well as those which deal with pro-
gram effects and impact, the more effective it will likely be.

4. Evaluation will be more effective when it explores in the build-
ing of a design or & plan for evaluation the critical issues and
L(;ppi;,er‘rbia;.l conflicts asbout goals such as the agency's goals, the
community's goals, and the goals of speéial interests; when the . .
implications of negative outcomes are explicitly exemined; and when ;
s .substantial- consensus is established on such critical issues.

Development programs usually involve a wide array of Ppeople,
groups, public¢ and private organizations and agencies, and communi--
ties and political units. Title V is an e;cellént example. Thelr
goals snd objectives as well as their reasons for perticipating in
a development effort are 1ikely to be incompatiole and may be con-
flicting. The genius in designing development programs is to in-
crease compatibility in goals and expectations and to- reduce the
likelihood of confiict.. Evaluation can be an effective tool both
4 infunderstgnding~potentia1 conflicts and in continually building
in ways of strengthening ¢onsensus at points where it 1s most
< threatened. . .
5, Evaluation is essentially an internal process. It is most effece
tive when it is designed and managed by an agency to assess its
own program and activities, and when it has built-in safeguards to
protect the agency against its biages and its myopic view of real-

[ it X )
a"wy 8

Eveluaticn, while it may be done by an orgenizatien itself or
done by a&n outside group, is essentially an internal process. The
greatest potential gains to an agency are those related to- in-
creased knowledge and skill about what it is trying to do. For an
agency concerned with development, it is the knowledge and skill
about how to desiga and implement development programs. External
obgervations, studies, and audits have a significant role to play
in protecting an agency from its own biases: The uses of such de-
vices are to be encouraged, but they should supplement and extend
rather than confuse the internal management of and responsibility
for the évaluation process.

6. Evaluation is more effective when it utilizes the kno?ledge and
competence of research znd evaluation specialists.in the design of
evaluative studies and evaluative criteria.

As indicéted above, effective evaluation requires maximum use of
jdeas, knowledge, and skills of the staff members of an agency.

0061 )
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This may include special Inowlkdge and competence in evaluation.
When it does not, such technical assistance should be obtained
fram other sources., Effectiveness is further enhanced when such
“"outside" specialists have a good understanding of the type of
program being evaluated. .

7. Evaluation is more effective when all the types of people and
agencies participating in a program, or affected by it, are in-
volved in the attempt to determine and interpret outcomes and

* impact, and what is* learned. %

Involving people and agencies who pari;iqipate in or who are
affécted by programs in their evaluation assures & more accurate
and comprehensive view of yhat hes been done. Such groups have
» information and perspectives that are critically needed. Fail- 1
ure to involve them could lead to incomplete or erroneous inter-
pretations. :
boos - - 5
8. Evaluation and development programs themselves are more effective
when these conditlons are met:
a. Some careful realistic&description and analysis -of
context is made and carefully designed base lines
are estsblished from which potential changes can- be
measured and interpreted.

b. Some simple ways of monitoring activities and pro-
viding useful feedback are determined and built-in,

c. Some significant criteria and measures of effect
and impect are defined, and

G. When ihe recponsibility for evaiua.tion is assigned
and understood.

The coniitions are-a further specification of the guidelines stated
sbove and the discussion in the paper itself. Establishing these
conditions meens that a design has been created and enhances the:

~ likelihood that it will be used.

9, Evaluation is more effective when the initial acceptance of a
workable plan is strengthened by competent, consistent implemen-~
tation of the plan.

The real value of an evaluation plan.comes into focus when it is

. implemented with imagination and understanding, and the kinds of
data needed to meske decisions are actually provided. Failure to
provide such dats for whatever reason - & poor plan or inadequate
implementation - threatens not only the evaluation effort but the
development program itself. l

10, Evaluation is more effective when an attitude of non-defensiveness
and mutusl trust is established in the design and implementation
of an-evaluation plan.
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Attitudes of non-defensiveness and mutual trust are critical in
evaluation. When they exist, critical issues can be confronted
\ and reasonab;e,sd;utions devised. When they do not, attempts at
evaluation become painful and are avoided. Development efforts
are impeded &and learning frustrated. The choices. are never easy.
N\ ’
These guidelines are one way of summaxrizing a perspective on evalua~-
tion. Based as they are on observations and reflections ovér a considera-
ble period of time, they represent en attempt to sor} out what seems to
have worked. The probabilities are high that evaluation components of de-
velopment progrems which meet these guidelines will be more effective.

N 3

V. 'SOME CRITICAL EIEMENTS IN THE EVAIUATIONOF\TITLEII.PROGRAM$

Title V has been interpreted as an attempt to assess the capability of
land-grant institutions to deliver research and extension assistance in\dgﬁ
velopment. This idea is implicit in the pilot nature of the program. As
is so frequently the case, however, the major political decisions will have
been. made before even one year of the three-year pilot effort is- completed:
Those who looked realisticelly at the time table were aware of this from
the outset. Funds became available December 4, 1973 and State Plans of
‘Work were due in Assistant Secretary Long's office February:h3’l97h., Some
Plans of Work were approved before the due date. The last program to be
approved was dated June 27, 197h. At this writing, early consideration of
the '77 budget is underway and by Februery 1975 will be well along in the ¢
process. Its generdl form will nave been-set and most major decisions, at
least at the departmental level, will already have been made. At best only
one year of a three~year pilot effort could be taken into- account.

It is not in keeping with the facts of the situation then.to design
the evaluation of Title V to influence political -decisions on continuation
of the progrem. We are forced both to -a-more s0lid and basic justifica-
tion - and that is to learn as.much- as we .can from the attempt to deliver
development assistance through a combined research and extension program.
‘We can sharpen our theories, concepts, practice; -and evaluation of develcp-
ment. We have the opportunity in some cases to observe whagﬂhappens,wheh\
we involve other public and private institutions, including institutions of
higher education. To -do- this, -of course, we must have gqod'désignsszr
evaluation. It is these designs and the criticalrelements in them which
are of specific concern to us now.

The basic plan for -the evaluation of Title V ‘State Programs, jointly
developed by the Cooperative State Research Service and the Extension Ser-
vice, includes these four components: : .

1. A plan for evaluation is & built-in part of each State Plan of
Work [(Regulations 23.6(a)(6))]. Emphasis is placed on assess-
ing outcomes in relation to objectives, the effectiveness. of
extension and research program techniques, and the orgenizational
structure for planning and conductipg programs. Appraisals by
community leaders in the areas in which programs are conducted
will provide significant data. The Cooperative State Research
Service and Extension Service will analyze these reports and ’
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prepare summary statements.

2. The Cooperative State Research Service and Extension 8Service in
three aréns - economic development, improvement of community
gervices and land use - will work with the States in doing a more:-
intensive evaluation. Information from the State evaluation and
some additional information will be used to summarize inputs and
outcomes ‘and prepere sumeries and generalizations about effec-
tiveness and impact.

3, Four states - Georgia, Kansas, Rhode Island -and Utsh - one in each
of the four regions, have been selected to do an intensive docu-
mentation and evaluation of their programs. These studies will .
identify chanhges from a baseline and supplement facts and figures
with pictorial (audio-visual tape) documentation. ‘

4., Using the three components above - the States] own evaluation,
the assessment by type of program, and the in~-depth and film doc~
umentation - CSRS and ES will prepere a summary document on the
overall impact of Title V pilot. programs. Particular attention
will be paid to- such factors as cooperation between Research and
Extension, the “involvement of other institutions of higher educa-
tion, and the -strengthening of the system for delivering research

-and development assistance. .

Some® Critical Elements

While it-might be too much to expect, one cen still hope that Title V
evaluation plans will conform in significant respects to the guidelines
outlined above in this paper. One could hope also that the basic functions
of evaluation as described on page 42 would be met in ways which wuld
strengthen the program, enable us to interpret outcomes and impact, and to

document what will have been learned.

»

If this is to happen, there are some specific -elements or considera-
tions we will need to take into account. ‘These are the major points around
which documentation should be planned. These are outlined below:. )

1. Progress Toward Achieving the Objectives Stated in the Annual
Plans of Work. o o ) ’ )

a. Problems identified and addressed in the Plan of Work.

b, Stated goals and objectives - changes in the initial
statements of goals and objectives to be documented,
including the reasons for modification or adding new
goals or establishing different goals. .

c. Statement of the basic strategy to be employed in the
progrem - how are changes to be brought about.

d. Establishment of some baselines - a specification of

some known starting points from which measurements and
judgements can be made.
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e. Inputs - a description of what was plammed and what was
actually done to achieve the objectives, Yoth those
jdentified in b above and those that are intermediate
in the means-end hierarchy to achievement of the stated
goals and objectives. .

Inputs would include:

(1) Planning - plans and: specification of activities -
to be conducted. )

Y
A

(2) Activities conducted, including educational,
informational and- action programs and events.

(3) - Organizing and the strengthening of old organi-
zations, and creation of new ones. .

(4) Processes 1nit1ate<_1/strehgthened - new patterns
in planning, problem-solving and decision-making.

(5) Involvement of people; organizations, agencies,
potential users .of research findings or other
information, including creation. of new mechanisms
for involvement.

(6) Ieadership recruitment, development, training.

(7) Technical aseistance and cansultatiomr provided ‘
or secured from other agencies.

. (8) Access gained/use of new financial /technical
resources, : >

r~ -
~
f. Outcomes - what is achieved in relation to what was stated
in the goals and objectives.

(1) Statements of commmity/county/area problems and
needs written: and accepted by significant groups/
citizens. :

- (2). Development alternatives defined and documented and
feasibility determined. Development alternative se-
lected. Plans made and implemented. '

*(3) Problems solved or -ame liorated. Changes from base-
line conditions.
- improvements in thy gervices and facilities;
income and wealth; the local economy; use of re-
gsources - land, water --efc.;

- new patterns and practices established - planning.
problem-solving mechenisms ingtitutionalized;
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- policies changed and/or esteblished in line with
program goals and objectives;

- new processes established - such as planning

being accepted and plans used in making decisions’. |

* ?
- new community involvement procedures esciablished,
leaders recruited/trained.

-

S
- judgements of individuals, groups, agencie€s,
public officials, planners as +o0 what .has been
accomplished and the value of the accomplishments
to the c':ommu/nity.

Alterations or adjustments in organizations or
institutions: ’

- in progranm or project efforts;

in composition (make-up); .

in purpose;

/

in 1eadershij'> 5. . .

- in viability, the ability of the organization
and the -conmunity to- solve fth'e?irzj;own problems;

~ inputs of organizations into solving of community
problems;

- in relationships or linkages between é.nd' anong
orgenizations.

Impact on people in the community - as judged by the
people of the comminity: -

= on individuals;

- on local govermment;

_~.on relations between. local government and the

citizens of the communitys; |
- on community 8ywuems - gub-systems;

- Oon mi}xority ,groirps or groups frequently left out -
blacks, Spanish-speaking, Indians, the aging,
women, youth, etc.; ) '

- on relationships between the community and ad-
joining communities - effects on emerging larger
camunities, new linking/integrating mechanisms

— established. -
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2, Title V Regulations, Organizational Re(ﬁxireme‘nts

The usefulness and effectiveness of the Régulations and the orgami-
zational requirements such as the State Plan of Work, the State
Rural Development Advisory Committee, the role of the Title V
coordinators. Major changes or modifications needed.

3

3. Involvement of Other Colleges and UniverS'.'Ltie.'~'.J . ,

The kind and extent of involvement; the amount of Title V or other
funds spent to defray costs of such involvement, if appropriate;
the contribution of other institutions to defining and /or solving
comunity problems; the impact of such erfforts on the community:,
if such information is available at thestime.

4. Tnvolvement of Local Units of Government and Regional Flanning
and Development Bodies - i

-

The kind and extent of their involvement; the relationships between
research and extension personnel and such units -of government; the
role of local end regional bodies in Title V efforts. '
5. Relationships of Title V Efforts to Other Rural Develoment
N Activities of USDA and Other Tederal or State Agencles -

=

Title V program®s. utilization of resources and assistance from
other agencies;, other agency-'s: utilization of Title V- assistance,

’

6. Relstionships Between Extension and Research =

Idghtifyin’g and/or a&dreséing the ;brob],{gms off the ccunmunity( Ways
in which they have worked, on -whet problems and with what ef ect?
New patterns of relationship/new procedures which look promising.

‘These are critical elements. There are others, but these seem to relate’
to. all of the programs. Each state is to build its own evaluation design on-
its own program taking ints account these elements.

f A FINAL WORD

The Rural Development Act of 1972 is potentially a great piece of legis-
lation. It Provides a framework within which local people and local, state :
and national agencies and governments -can combine their efforts to both in-
crease in-community and larger system capacity to initiate and sustain develop~-
ment and to facilitate social and economic adjustment. High frustration, be-

' cause~intentions were not backed by resources, is and will continue to be &
significant part of the context in which we have to work. Sharpness in the °
design of development programs and sharpness in the plans for evaluation will
help build knowledge and strengthen development practice. While what we learn
‘may not influence policy and legislation in the short term, it may do so in
the longer term and from a more solid base. <

.
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State

Delaware

Massachusetts

New Hampshife

New York

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
Maryland

Vermont

Connectiéut

"Grass roots"

¥

* APPENDIX A

AERroach or
N Substantive Area

approach

FoR K R KK KKK

Land-use control (transfer
of development rights)

Land use (informetion and
education re open space
and shore regions use and
policies)

Economic development (econ-
omic development strategy
including forming an econ-
omic developrent zone)

Ebonomic develdpnent (Jjob
and -income development with

.emphasis on arts and crafts

as a business) and human
resource devélopment
(training)

*********
3

Community services (pérsonal
health services)
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Sumary of State Title V Program Approaches
Abstracted From Plans of Work for Fiscal Year 197h:

Geographic Area

e

Northeastern States

Duration

Start lst year with
one cormunity, lurer
add 3 from other wypes
» R
Rural -towns in four

contiguous counties

Jelect one community
after initial work with
four representing dif-
ferent twpes

One county

3 contiguous coun-
ties

One municipality
first year -

State

<

Part of 1 county

<

Initielly 3 counties

The 10 townships of a
planning region '

o~
’

3 years

3 years

3 yeaxs .

3 years

3 years

1 yeaf>for
this part

3 years

3 yeers

3 years

-3 years




State

West Virginis

b d

Aggrogch or‘
Substantive Area

Commnity services (rur-
al fire protection, rur~
el transportation, emer-

gency medical service) °

H N K OF K X KK K

Rural housing

65

Geographic Area Duration
Fire protect}on- 1 1l year
county

Transport- 1 county
Medical services =
several counties

2 t0 5 towns with- . - 3 years
in 12-town area which
includes parts of 2
countjies




" APPENDIX B

WORKSHOP ON EVALUATING STATE TITIE V PILOT PROGRAMS
IN THE NORTHEAST

.

October 29-31, 197k .

IIR Conferencé Center at Cornell University
Ithaca, New York

Sponsored by Northeast Regional Center for Rural Development

AGENDA

fPuesday, October 29 ) >

9:00 a.m. Chairperson, Olaf F. Larson, Director, Northeast Regional
Center for Rural Development

Welcome - Noland u.‘Vanﬁemark, Director, Cornell University
Agricultural.Experiment Station ‘and Chairmen, NERCRD '
Advisory Committee (Board of ‘Directors) :

Introductions‘
,Local arrangements and workshop prccedures .

Chairperson, lLee M. Day, ﬁirecpor De'signate, NERCRD

Why Evelustion of the Staté Title V Pilot ‘Programs: An Overview
from Different Perspectives - Olaf F.-Larson ‘

Discussion '

Alternative Strategles for Specifié Evaluation Purposes - J. Patrick
Madden, Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology,
Pennsylvenia State University )

Discussion N

12:00 Lunch . . .

5:00 Evalustion, Needs Under Title V'of the Rural Development Act of
1972 - Howard C. Tankersley, Extension Service, USDA )

Assignment for work in small groups - Edward O. Moe, CSRS and Howard
C. Tankersley, ES- ) .

Small group sessions: Discussion leaders =
Edward O. Moe, Cooperative State Research Service, USDA
Helen Y. Nelson, College of Human Ecology, Cornell University -
Howerd C. Tankersley, Extension Service, USDA )

- Joan S. Thomson, Pennsylvania State University
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Wednesday, October 30

9:00 a.m. ‘Chairperson, Joen S. Thomson, Pennsylvanié State University
Sharing session on small group discussions

Critical Elements in an Evaluation Design for Title V - Edward O.
Moe,. Cooperative State Research Service, USDA

Discussion followed by meetings in smaller groups with the ;}
content and procedure subject to the needs expressed by the
workshop participants .

Reconvene for general discussion with emphasis on how the North- 7

- eagt Regional Center for Rural Development could facilitate
state evaluation efforts .

3
‘Thursday, October 31 | . ’ //
< . :

9:00 a.m. Chairperson,.Olaf F. Lerson )

Continuation of consultation, sharing, review, critique, and
related activities as desired by workshop participants ! s '
. v T

Pregentation and discussion of evaluation plans of two states -
Maine and Pennsylvania *

12:00 Adjourrment
z .
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. APPENDIX C

1ist of Workshop Participants

CONNECTICUT itz
¥

Geor&e E. Whithem, Associate Director

Cooperative Extension Service
".University of Connectilcut
Storrs, cT i

DE IAWARE

Da.m.el S. Kuennen, Area Agent,
Commnity Resource,Development
Kent -and Sussex Counties
Cooperative .Extension Service
University of Délaware

Dover; DE ~

Robert L. Meinen

Sugsex County office
Cooperative Extension Service-
University of Delaware
Georgetown, DE .

Forest M. French

Conmmunity Development Speclalist

Department of Agricultural and
Resource Economics

University of Maine

-Orono, ME

Nancy Melniker ) Gradua.te Research Assistant

Improving Rural Homes Project
University of -Maine
Orono, ME s

MARYIAND

Keith J. Guerin

Extension agent

Cooperative Extension Service
University of Maryland
Cambridge, MD

Aldo Matteucci
Iecturer

(Department of Agricultural and Resource

v mics
University of Ma. .and
College Park, MD.
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MASSACHUSETTS

John H, Noyes

Commmunity Resource Program
Coordinator

Department of Forestry and Wildlife
Management

University of Massachusetts

Amherts, MA ___

'

Thomas F. Quink

Rural Development Extension
Specialist

Department of Forestry and Wildlife
Management

University of Massachusetts

Amherts, MA

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Fdmund F. Jansen, Jr.

Associate Professor of Resource
Economics

University of New Hampshirg

Durham, NH

Silas B. Weeks

Extension Economist |

Institute of Naturals and Environ-
mental Resources

University of r"ew Hampshire

Durham, NH

NEW JERSEY

Merle Adams, Chairman

Department of Agricultural and
Resource Management Specialists

('oqperative Extension Service

Rutger'é University

New Brunswick, NJ

Henry Byers

Department of Envirommental
Resources

Rutgers University

New Brunswick, NJ




NEW JERSEY (Continued)

George H. Nieswand

Associate Professor of Envirormen-
tal Systems Analysis

Department of Environmental
Resources

Rutgers University

New Brunswick, NJ

NEW YORK

Joan Egner, Associate Director

Cornell University Agricultural
Experiment Station

Ithaca, NY

Jane S Gore

Clinton County Rural Development
Program Coordinator

Miner Center

Chazy, WY

‘Helen Y. Nelson .

Professor of Community Service
Education

Department, of Community Service
Education

Cornell University

Ithaca, HY

Carof&h B. Russell,

County Coordinator

Clinton County Cooperative Extension
Plattsburgh, NY

Noland L. VanDemark, Director

Cornell University Agricultural
Experiment Station

Ithaca, NY ’ -

Henry Wadsworth, Title V Coordinator

Associate Director, Cooperative
Extension

Cornell University

Ithoca, NY

-

PENNSY LVANIA

J. Patrick Madden

Professor of Agricultural Economics

Department of Agricultural Economics
and Rural Sociology

Pennsylvania State ‘University

University Park, PA
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PENNSYLVANIA (Con't.)
Kenneth M. Martin

community Development Specialist
Pennsylvania State University i
University Park, PA

Joan S. Thomson

Title V Project Leader
Pennsylvania State University
University Park, PA '

Kenneth P. Wilkinson

Agsociate Professor of Rural Sociology
Pennsylvania State University
University Park, PA ©

»

RHODE ISIAND

Earl F. Patric, Associate Director
Agricultural Experiment Station
University of Rhode Island
Kingston, RI

Eliot C. Roberts, Chairman

Department of Flant and Soil Science

Rural Development Research and
Extension Project Coordinator’

University of Rhode Island -

Kingston, RI

VERMONT
Roneld Bouffard
Government Liaison Specialist

Cooperative Extension Service
Montpelier, VT

WEST VIRGINIA

Robert W. Miller

- Program Leader - Social and

Economic Development
Appalachian Center
West Virginia University
Morgantown, WV

Ernest J. Nesivs

Professor of Agricultural Economics
Division of Resource Management
Title V Research Coordinator

West Virginia University
Morgantowm, WV
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

, Edward O. Moe .
Principal Sociologist and Coordinator,
Rural Development Programs :
Cooperative State Research Sexvice
U.S. Department of Agriculture
Washington, DC

Howard C. Tankersley
Program Leader - Rural Development
Extension Title V Coordinator

" Extension Service
U.S. Department of Agriculture
Washington, DC

Emily P. Wood

~~ Extension Service )
U.S. Department of Agriculture
Washington, DC

-

vNORTH ‘CENTRAL REGIONAL CENTER FOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT

1
David L. Rogers

Towa State University of Science and
Techhology
. Ames, Iowa
NORTHEAST REGIONAL CENTER FOB/lleAL DEVELORMENT
Lee Day, Director Designaté

/
leslie C. Hyde, Assistant to the Director

Olaf-F. Larson, Director




